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DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION

National Heatset Printing Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site
Town of Babylon, Suffolk County, New York
Site No. 1-52-140

Statement of Purpose and Rasis

The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedial action for the National Heatset Printing
inactive hazardous waste disposal site which was chosen in accordance with the New York State Environmental
Conservation Law (ECL). The remedial program selected is not inconsistent with the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1950 (40CFR300).

This decision is based upon the Administrative Record of the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for the National Heatset Printing Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal
Site and upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented by the NYSDEC. A
bibliography of the documents included as a part of the Administrative Record is included in"Appendix.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened release of hazardous waste constituents from this site if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, presents a current or potential significant threat to
public health and the environment.

Description of Selected Remedy

Based upon the results of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RUFS) and the criteria identified
for evaluation of alternatives the NYSDEC has selected in-situ density driven convection type in-well stripping
to remediate the site. The elements of the selected remedy are as follows:

1. A remedial design program which includes a pilot test to verify the components of the conceptual design
and provide the details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of the
remedial program. Additicnal investigation needed for the pilot test or the remedial design will be
conducted.

I

Based on the pilot test data, the effectiveness of the in-well stripping system at the source area will be
evaluated. Since the high VOC concentrations at the source area indicate the presence of undissolved
product mixed with groundwater, an alterpative remedy such as extraction and treatrnent or sparging
with air or ozone may be chosen to recover and/or treat the undissolved product. The two downgradient
in-well stripping systems would be retained to prevent migration of the contaminant plume.

3. Construction and implementation of the in-well stripping systems or an alternative remedy supported
by pilot test data, which includes:

. One system at the source area, consisting of two groundwater circulation wells. This system will
remediate the area with the highest VOC concentrations;
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. One system at the south end of the site consisting of three groundwater circulation wells. This sysiem
will prevent additional VOC contamination from leaving the site; and

' One system downgradient of the southern edge of the one (1) ppm groundwater contamination contour.
This system will consist of seven wells and will halt further migration of VOCs downgradient of the site,

:J:..

Providing public water to any properties that utilize private wells within the affected area. Any private
wells identified downgradient of the site will be tested for VOCs by the Suffolk County Department of
Health Services. If site-related contaminants are detected in the well samples, the home or busmcs;
serviced by the contaminated well will be connected to public water. ’

L

Since the remedy results in untreated hazardous waste remaining at the site, a long term monitoring
program will be instituted. Monitoring wells will be installed, where needed, and sampled upgradient
and downgradient of each of the three in-well stripping systems. Wells already exist on-site and
upgradient and downgradient of the site. Additicnal wells will be installed downgradient of the site.
This program will allow the effectiveness of the in-well stripping to be monitored and will be a
component of the operation and maintenance for the site; and

6. Institutional controls will be implemented and deed restrictions will be recorded in the chain of title of
the property to restrict future use of groundwater at the site,

Th'~ es*iw ated present worth cost to implement the remedy 1s $2,666,755. The cost to construct the remedy is
ted to be $1,109,800 and the estimated average annual operation and maintenance cost for 15 years is
‘OO.
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The New York State Department of Health concurs with the remedy selected for this site as bein
protective of human health.

o O

Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State and Federa
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action to the extent
practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment or resource
recovery tzchnologies, to the maximurm extent practicable, and satisfies the preference for remedies that reduce
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

Cene /7, 1599
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SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF THE RECORD OF DECISION

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) in consultation with the New
York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) has selected the remedy to address the significant threat to
human health and the environment crzated by the presence of hazardous waste at the National Heatset
Printing Site, which has been designated a Class 2 site by the NYSDEC. A Class 2 site is a site that has
been determined to be a significant threat to human health and/or the environment. The National Heatset
Printing Company occupied a portion of the building on this site from 1983-1989. Their operations
consisted of lithographic tri-color printing of newspaper and periodical advertisements and the
manufacture of lithographic plates. The company filed for bankruptcy in 1987. After filing for
bankruptcy, National Heatset disposed of its chemica! inventory by dumping the materials onto the soils
and into a leaching pool lecated off the rear of the building at the northeast side of the property. The
chemicals that were disposed of at this site included a number of hazardous wastes, including
tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and trichloroethylene (TCE). Some of these wastes have migrated from the site
to surrounding areas, including the residential area located south-southeast of the site.

These disposal activities have resulted in the following significant threats to the public health and/or the
environment:

. a significant environmental threat associated with impacts of contaminants to groundwater resources;
and
. a significant threat to human health associated with exposure to site-related contaminants in private

drinking water wells, and the potential for exposure to site-related contaminants in public dninking
water supply wells.

The Remedial Investigation (RI) performed by the NYSDEC under State Superfund identified areas where
subsurface soils and groundwater are contaminated with significantly elevated levels of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), including PCE. The contaminated soils were detected in the zone saturated by
groundwater located directly beneath the leaching pool. The highest concentrations of PCE in
groundwater were detected at approximately 80 feet below ground surface (bgs) on top of a clay layer.
Concentrations of tota] VOCs greater than 1,000 ppb [maximum 12,021 parts per billion (ppb)] in the
groundwater were present in the 75 to 85-foot sampling depth to a distance of 4,100 feet downgradient
{(south-southeast) of the site. These concentrations attenuated to non-detect levels approximately 7,100
feet downgradient of the site.

The Suffolk County Water Authority Albany Avepue well field is located 6,500 feet directly
downgradient of the site, The wells are 419 t0 509 feet bgs. Monthly testing of the wells has not detected
any contamination. It appears that the clay layer located approximately 80 feet bgs may be retarding the
downward migration of VOC contamination. However, the groundwater plume could potentially penetrate
through the clay layer and threaten the supply wells.

An Interim Remedial Measure (IRM) was conducted to provide public water to homes and businesses that
use private wells which are threatened or contaminated by the site-related plume. Exposure to site-related
coniaminants in private drinking wells has occurred in the past. Based on an area private well survey

National Heatset Printing Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 06/11/99
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conducted during the investigation of the Fairchild Republic Aircrafi site, and information provided by the
Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA) and the Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS)
al} homes and businesses downgradient from the site are currently connected to public water.

>

The source area is highly contaminated with VOCs, as evidenced by the test results for the soil sample
obtalned just above the clay layer (7,700 ppm of PCE). Such high levels indicate the presence of
undissolved product mixed with contaminated groundwater. This undissolved product may need to be
recovered for groundwater treatment to be effective. As part of the pilot test for the design of the
remediation system, data will be collected to determine the effectiveness of remediating the source area by
in-situ in-well stripping and the potential need for supplemental remedial measures. If the pilot test data
indicate that in-wel! stripping would be ineffective for remediating the source area, an alternative remedy
would be chosen such as extraction and treatment, air sparging, and/or ozone sparging to treat and/or
recover undissolved VOCs. The two downgradient in-well stripping systems would be retained to prevent
migration of the contaminant plume.

In order to restore the National Heatset Printing inactive hazardous waste disposal site to predisposal

con ditions io the extent feasible and authorized by law, but at a minimum to eliminate or mitigate the
significant threats to the public health and/or the environment that the hazardous waste disposed at the site
has Vausef‘, 1e following remedy was selected:

1 A remedial design program which includes a pilot test 1o verify the components of the conceptual
design and provide the details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and
monitoring of the remedial program. Additional investigation needed for the pilot test or the
remedial design will be conducted.

[

Based on the pilot test data, the effectiveness of the in-well stripping system at the source area will
be evaluated. Since the high VOC concentrations at the source area indicate the presence of
undissolved product mixed with groundwater, an alternative remedy such as extraction and treatment
or sparging with air or ozone may be chosen to recover and/or treat the undissolved product. The
two downgradient in-well stripping systems would be retained to prevent migration of the
contaminant plume.

LB}

Construction and implementation of the in-well stripping systems or an alierative remedy supported
by pilot test data, which includes:

s One systemn at the source area, consisting of two groundwater circulation wells This system will
remediate the area with the highest VOC concentrations;

. One system at the south end of the site consisting of three groundwater circulation wells. This
system will prevent additional VOC contamination from leaving the site; and

» One system downgradient of the southern edge of the one (1) ppm groundwater contamination
contour. This system will consist of seven wells and will halt further migration of VOCs
downgradient of the site.

Matioral Heatset Printing Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 06/11/99
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4. Providing public water to any properties that utilize private wells within the affected area. Any
private wells identified downgradient of the site will be tested for VOCs by the Suffolk County
Department of Health Services. If site-related contaminants are detected in the well samples, the
home or business serviced by the contaminated well will be connected to public water.

3. Since the remedy results in untreated hazardous waste remaining at the site, a long term monitoring
program will be instituted. Monitoring wells will be installed, where needed, and sampled upgradient
and downgradient of each of the three in-well stripping systems. Wells already exist on-site and
upgradient and downgradient of the site. Additional wells will be instalied downgradient of the site.
This program will allow the effectiveness of the in-well stripping to be monitored and will be a~
component of the operation and maintenance for the site; and

6. institutional controls will be implemented and deed restrictions will be recorded in the chain of title
of the property to restrict future use of groundwater at the site.

The selected remedy, discussed in detail in Section 8 of this document, is intended to attain the remediation
goals selected for this site in Section 6 of this Record of Decision (ROD), in conformity with applicable
standards, critena, and guidance (SCGs).

SECTION 2: SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The National Heatset Printing site is located at One Adams Boulevard in the Hamlet of Farmingdale, Town
of Babylon, Suffolk County. The site contains one multi-tenant industrial building and is approximately 4.5
acres in size. The property is located in an industrial area and is bordered by railroad tracks to the north,
Adams Boulevard to the southeast, and another industrial property to the south. Refer to Figures 1 and 2 for
the location map and site plan.

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY
3.1: Operational/Disposal History

The National Heatset Printing Company occupied a portion of this building from July 1983 to April 1989.
Their operations consisted of lithographic tri-color printing of newspaper and periodical advertisements and
the manufacture of lithographic printing plates. National Heatset had been using organic solvents at the
site since 1983, An inspection by the SCDHS in 1983 revealed that National Heatset was discharging
photo plate making waste to the on-site sanitary system. In March 1986, an inspection performed by the
SCDHS revealed strong evidence of dumping from staining of inks and oils on the ground. The

inspection report indicated that drums were being stored improperly both inside and outside of the
building.

The National Heatset Printing Company filed for bankruptey in 1987. The SCDHS discovered that after
filing for bankruptcy, National Heatset disposed of its chemical inventory by dumping the materials onto the
soils and into a leaching pool located off the rear of the building in the northeast side of the property.

National Heatset Printing Inactive Hazardaus Waste Site 06/11/96
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3.2:  Remedial History

[n February 1988, a water sample collected by the SCDHS from the leaching pool on the northeast side of
the property cortained elevated levels of volatile crganic compounds (VOCs) of up to 24,000 parts per
biilion {ppb) of 1,2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE) and 1,000 ppb of p-ethyltoluene. At the request of SCDHS,
the leaching pool was pumped, washed, and dredged of liquid and solid contents down to the water table.

The empty concrete rings were lined with impervious PVC material and were backfilled with clean sand.

End-point samples werz collected in Noverber 1988, The end-point soil sample taken at approximately 15
feet bgs indicated that the remaining leaching pool sediment still contained elevated levels of VOCs (i.e.
13,000 purss per million {(ppm) of PCE). -

in October 0f 1987, elevated lzvels of 2CE (maximum of 32 ppm) were detected in private well samples
ed on neam) Miller Avenue by the SCDHS. All homes on Miller Avenue served by private wells
werz connected to public water by the Town of Babylon in 1988, In response to the contamination detected
0 private walls on Miller Avenue, in 1989 and 1990 the SCDHS conducted an off-site groundwater
investigation downgradient of the National Heaiset site. As part of this study (called the Miller Avenue
m:d») CDHS installed a total of 30 deep vertical profile wells and collected groundwater samples from
various depths in the agnifer for VOC analysis. Based upon the off-site investigation, SCDHS concluded

. A clay unit was present at a majority of the soil borings. This clay unit occurs at depths ranging
from 70 to 85 feet bgs;

* The highest PCE concentrations in groundwatar were foungd directly below the leaching pool and just
gbove the clay unit; and
. The center of the PCE plume was located just east of Columbus Boulevard, north of the North

Amiryviile Town pool.

Tae Suffolk County Water Authority Albany Avenue well field is located 6,500 feet directly
ciowng adient (south-southeast) of the site. The wells are situated 419-509 feet bgs. A clay layer exists at
«imately 80 feet bgs and extends the entire distance from the site location to the well field. However,

a40pro
ihe clay my eris not 1mpc.nctrable and there is the potential for contaminant migration below the clay layer.
The possibility also exists that the clay layer is not continuous from the site to the drinking water supply

wells, Monthly testing of the wells has not detected any contamination.

In May 1989, a site investigation was conducted by the property owner’s consultant. The investigation
included the installation and sampling of one shallow upgradient (side gradient) well and three shallow
downgradient wells. Two soil borings were also performed in the suspected source area, off the rear of the
uilding. The owo soil borings taken from 15-17 feet bgs confirmed the presence of VOCs at high
wentrations in the soil (14,000 ppm of PCE and 62 ppm of TCE). Of the three downgradient monitoring
wells, MW-3A was the most highly contaminated (i.e. 2,700 ppb of TCE) and was reported to be directly
downgradient of the leaching pool.

in the spring of 1990, Adams Boulevard Corporation, Inc., the site landlord who is a potentially rcsponsible
party (PRP) for this site, Installed a treatment systemn in the area of the contaminated leaching pool. The

Nationa) Heatset Printing lnactive Hazardous Waste Site 06/11/95
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trsatment system attempted to remove VOCs from the soils located above the water table. The PRP has
indicated that with the excepticn of a three-month period from March through May 1994, the system
reportedly has operated continuously since mid-1991; however, NYSDEC staff observed the system to be
out-of-service in September 1998, No operational data has ever been submitted to the Department to
confirm the effectiveness of the treatment system.

In April 1993, the site was listed in the New York State Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal sites
as a Class 2 site. A Class 2 site is a site which is a significant threat to the public health and/or environment.

The PRP collected additional groundwater samples in May 1993. The results indicated elevated levels of
VOUCs (i.e., 15,000 ppb of PCE and 2,600 ppb of TCE) in the groundwater samples collected from the
downgradient wells.

In July 1993, the PRP conducted additional soil borings in the source area behind the building. A total of 18
borings were advanced to approximately 13 feet below ground surface (bgs). Soil samples collected from
this depth revealed elevated levels of VOCs (370 ppm of PCE and 3 ppm of TCE). The results of these
additional soil borings indicated that the areal extent of the VOC contamination was much larger than
previcusly thought, possibly extending onto the adjoining property to the north, an undetermined distance to
the east and the south and possibly west. At the time of the PRP’s investigation, the area of contamination
appeared to exiend beyond the area targeted by the treatment system. Soil samples obtained in the
immediate area of the treatment system still contained up to 55.4 ppm total VOCs.

SECTION 4: SITE CONTAMINATION
To evaluate the contamination present at the site and to evaluate alternatives to address the significant threat

to human health and the environment posed by the presence of hazardous wastz, the NYSDEC has recently
conducted a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RUFS).

4.1:  Suminary of the Remedia) Investigation

The purpose of the RI was to define the nature and extent of any contamination resulting from previous
activities at the site.

The RI was conducted between August 1997 and January 1999, A report entitled Remedial
Investigation/Feasitility Study Report, dated January 1999, has been prepared which describes the fisld
activities and findings of the RI in detail.

The BRI included the following activities:

- Collection of 26 subsurface soil samples from beneath and adjacent to on-site drainage structures,
to determine if wastes were disposed to these drainage systems;

24 Collection of 6 surface soil and 47 subsurface soil samples to confirm that activities at the site
resulted in contamination of soil;

Mationa| Hzatset Printing Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 06/11/99
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& Collection of 74 Geoprobe groundwater samples at 52 locations to further characterize on-site and
off-site groundwater contamination due to site activities;

7 Instailation and sampling of eight new monitoring wells, and sampling of four existing monitoring
wells, to determine groundwater quality; and

e Performance of @ human exposure assessment to evaluate public health concerns.

To determine which media (soil, groundwater, etc.) contain contamination at levels of concem, the RI
analytical data was compared to New York Staie Standards, Criteria, and Guidance values (SCGs).
Groundwater and drinking water SCGs identified for the National Heatset Printing site are based on
NYSDEC Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values and Part V of NYS Sanitary Code. For
soils, NYSDEC TAGM 4046 provides soil cleanup objectives for the protection of groundwater,
background conditions, and health-based exposure scenarios.

Based on the RI results in comparison to the SCGs, and in evaluation of the potential pathways of human

and en qronms.mal routes of exposure, on-site subsurface soils and on-site and off-site groundwater require
reméadiation. Thv findings of the RI are summarized below. More complete information can be found in the
RIFSR

For comparison purposes, where applicable, SCGs are provided for each medium.
4.1.1 Nature of Contamination

As described in the RUFS Report, many soil and groundwater samples were collected to characterize the
nature and extent of contamination. The main categories of contaminants which exceed their SCGs are
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The principal contamninant of concern at this site is PCE. Other VOCs
dete tad during the R! include trichloroethene (TCE), 1,2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE), 1,2-dichloroethane
(1,2-DCA), and 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA), some of which are breakdown compounds of PCE.

The following are the media which were investigated and a summary of the findings of the investigation.
Soi!
Both surface and subsurface soil samples were taken on-site as part of this investigation. Six surface soil
samples were obtained from 0-6 inches bgs at the leaching pool area and were tested for VOCs. None of the
‘ ils exhibited concentrations exceeding NYSDEC soil cleanup objectives. Locations of surface soil

i
re provided in Figure 3.

surface soil samples were obtained at or adjacent to the following drainage structures on-site:

’ Leaching pool directly northeast of the building;
iational Heatzet Printing [nactive Hazardous Waste Site 0e/11/9¢
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J Fourteen (14) stormwater drywells; and
, Four (4) sanitary wastewater disposal systems.

The samples were collected at varying depths ranging from 0-85 feet bgs. Soil samples obtained at the
stormwater drywells and the sanitary wastewater disposal systems ranged from 0-12 fzet bgs. The analytical
results for each of these drainage structures were evaluated to determine which structures are potential
sources of contamination.

All stormwater drywell samples and sanitary wastewater disposal system samples were analyzed for VOCs
and four samples were also analyzed for semivolatile erganic compounds (SVOCs), metals, and
pesticides/PCBs. With the exception of SDW-12N (0-2 feet bgs) which exceeded the NYSDEC soil clcam.p
level of 50 ppm for zinc (105 ppm), none of the unsaturated subsurface soil samples taken beneath and
downgradient of the on-site drywells and sanitary systems exhibited any contaminants exceeding NYSDEC
s0i) cleanup objectives. The highest concentration of PCE (262 ppb) detected for these structures was at
SDW-11 from 5-7 feet bgs.

Subsurface soil samples were collected from saturated and unsaturated soils to characterize the extent of
contamination from the leaching pool. Saturated soils are located below the water table (approximately 15
feet bgs) and are therefors in direct contact with groundwater, Unsaturated soils are located above the water
table. During the PRP’s investigation, contaminated soils in the source area were excavated down to 15 feet
and were backfilled with clean sand under the supervision of the SCDES. The results of the Rl revealed
that no soil contaminants were found in the unsaturated soils, which are above 15 feet bgs. PCE was
detected in the saturated soils located directly below the leaching pool at concentrations exceeding the
NYSDEC soil cleanup objective of 1.4 ppm. The exceedances ranged from 8.2 ppm (soil sample MW-7
from 13-18 feet bgs) to 7,700 ppm (soil sample MW-7 at 80-82 feet bgs). These results indicate that the
leaching pool was the primary source area of PCE contamination. Subsurface soil sampling locations are
depicted in Figures 4 and 5. A summary of subsurface soil sample results are included in Table 1.

Groundwater

Twelve groundwater monitoring wells were sampled, including one upgradient, seven on-site, and four
downgradient wells. Seventy-four Geoprobe™ groundwater samples were also obtained, including eight
upgradient, 39 on-site, and 27 downgradient.

Groundwater flows south-southeast from the site. Groundwater depth for the site is approximately 15 feet bes.

Eight upgradient groundwater samples were obtained from two Geoprobe™ borings at the auto repair shop
located north of the site. A groundwater monitoring well was subsequently instalied at the repair shop and
sampled. None of the analytical data obtained for these upgradient samples reveal exceedances of NYSDEC
groundwater standards. Therefore, the groundwater contamination described below is site-related. Locations
of on-site and upgradient Geoprobe™ groundwater samples are included in Figure 6.

Elevated concenirations of PCE, TCE, and 1,2-DCE were detected in the Geoprobe™ groundwater samples
obtained below the on-site leaching pool (GP-01 through GP-05), which has been identified as the source area.

National Heatset Printing Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 06711799
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Concentrations of PCE (496-7,690 ppb), TCE (162-9,620 ppb) and 1,2-DCE (124-12,200 ppb) exceeded the
NYSDEC groundwater standard of 5 ppb directly below the leaching pool. Samples from shallow [MW-06 (23
fzet bgs)] and deep [MW-07 (80 feet bgs)] monitoring wells below the leaching pool exhibited PCE
concentrations of 210 ppb and 330 ppb, respectively.

Analytical results from the five monitoring wells (MW-2A, MW-3A, MW-4A, MW-9, MW-10) in the
southeastern portion of the site reveal that groundwater contamination has migrated downgradient from the
source area. PCE concentrations in shallow monitoring wells (MW-2A to MW-4A, approximately 25 feet deep)
ranged from 120 ppb to 9,600 ppb. The two deep wells (MW-9 and MW-10, approximately 30 feet deep)
exhibited PCE concentrations of 250 ppb and 470 ppb. All monitoring well locations are included in Figure 7.

Geoprobe™ groundwater samples were obtained adjacent to several on-site drainage structures (see Figure 6).
A sample obtained below one stormwater drywell (DW-11) at 15 feet bgs exhibited concentrations of PCE
{34,000 ppb), TCE (3,000 ppb) and DCE (6,600) which exceeded groundwater standards of 5 ppb, 4 ppb, and
3 ppb, respectively. Since soil samples from this drywell exhibited concentrations below soil cleanup objectives
and the drywell is directly downgradient of the leaching pool, the contamination in this groundwater sample can
be traced to the leaching pool. Monitoring wells Jocated directly downgradient of the drywell MW-24, MW-
3A7j also exhibited high PCE concentrations, as previously discussed.

Based upon the on-site groundwater quality data collected below the leaching pool, sanitary disposal systems
:nd stormwater drywells, the only continuing source arsa of VOC contamination at the National Heatset site
in the saturated zone beneath the izaching pool northeast of the building. There was no evidence that any of
he other on-site drainage structures are contributing to the VOC contaminant plume in the groundwater,

OB

-t

To evaluate the extent of groundwater contamination downgradient of the site, several Geoprobe™ groundwater
samples (szmple designations: M4, M-7, M-17, M-28, M-29, M-30, M-35, M-36, Silverpine Street, 41 Street,
Autumn Lane, Miller Avenue, Susan Lane, Debbie Lane) were taken at varying depths from 50-85 feet bgs.
Locations of off-site Geoprobe™ groundwater samples are included in Figure 8. Referring to Figure 9,
concentrations of total VOCs at 50 feet bgs for the off-site Geoprobe™ groundwater samples reach a maximur
of26.3 ppb at the Silver Pine location. Figure 10 depicts the groundwater plume at 65-70 feet bgs. The total
VOC concentrations are highest at the Autumn Lane location (2,750 ppb).

Concentrations of total VOCs (maximum 12,021 ppb) greater than 1,000 ppb were present in the 75 to 85-foot
sampling intervals for a distance of about 4,100 feet downgradient (Geoprobe sampling point M-28) of the site,
as shown in Figure 11. Concentrations exceeding 100 ppb extend to approximately 5,700 feet downgradient
(Geoprobe sampling point M-29). These concentrations attenuated to non-detect levels approximately 7,100
feet downgradient of the site (Geoprobe sampling point M-30).

A cross-sectional diagram of the contaminant plume is included in Figure 12. As indicated on the figure, the
PCE concentration is greatest directly above the clay layer. The highest PCE concentrations were found at M-4
{11,900 ppb), approximately 2,200 feet downgradient of the site.

A summary of analytical data for the groundwater monitoring wells and the Geoprobe™ groundwater samples
are included in Tables 2 and 3, respectively.
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Based on the results of the Geoprobe™ groundwater sampling, two deep (approximately 80 feet bgs)
groundwater montitoring wells (MW-11 and MW-12) were placed downgradient of the site. PCE at 260 ppb
was detected in monitoring well MW-11, located on Poplar Street. PCE at 1,500 ppb was detected in the
southernmost monitoring well (MW-12), located on Schleigel Boulevard.

Based upon the analytical data, it appears that VOC-contaminated groundwater is migrating off-site in a south-
southeast direction. As previously identified by the SCDHS, the level of site-related contamination appears
greatest in the groundwater samples collected from just above the clay unit at approximately 80 to 85 feet bgs.
It should be noted that the clay was not penetrated during the RI activities and the quality of the grounuwater
fromn beneath the clay is not known at this time.

As discussed in Section 2, the Albany Avenue well field is located 6,500 feet directly downgradient of the site.
The public drinking water wells range from 419 to 509 feet bgs. Monthly monitoring has not detected the
presence of contamination. The clay layer at 80 feet bgs retards the downward migration of the VOCs.
However, the clay layer is not impenetrable and there is the potential for contaminant migration below the clay
layer. The possibility also exists that the clay layer is not continuous from the site to the drinking water supply
wells. Based on the RJ, it is evident that the plume is migrating downgradient from the site, is sinking and
concentrations in the plume exceed groundwater standards. In review of the analytical date, there is no
indication that the plume is undergoing natural attenuation. Natural attenuation is the process by which a
reduction in contaminant concentration would be achieved in the absence of any remedial interventions.
Therefore, the plume remains a threat to the water quality and the Albany Avenue well field.

4.2 Interim Remedia] Measures:

Interim Remedial Measures (TRMs) are conducted at sites when a source of contamination or exposure pathway
can be effectively addressed before completion of the RI/FS.

While conducting the RUFS it became apparent that groundwater contaminated with elevated levels of VOCs
was migrating toward the residential area south of the site, Several homes and businesses served by private
wells that were impacted by the site were identified downgradient from the site. The levels of contamination
detected in some of the private wells exceeded public drinking water standards. To date, six residences and
three contiguous stores have been hooked up to public water. Exposure to site-related contaminants in private
drinking wells has occurred in the past. Based on an area private well survey conducted during the
investigation of the Fairchild Republic Aircraft site, and information provided by the SCWA and the SCDHS,
all homes and businesses downgradient from the site are currently connected to public water.

4.3 Summary of Human Exposure Pathways:

This section discusses the potential pathways of exposure for people living near the National Heatset Site.
A more detailed discussion of the exposure pathways can be found in Section 7 of the RI Report. An
exposure pathway is how an individual may come in contact with a contaminant. The elements of an exposure
pathway include: the source of contamination; the contaminated environmental media (i.e., soil, water, and
air); the manner the contaminant migrates from the source; the location where one may be exposed to the
contamination; how the contaminant enters the bedy (i.e., inbalation, ingestion, and/or absorption through
the skin); and the population exposed to the contamination.
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The potential pathways of exposure of concern at the National Heatset Site include the ingestion of
contaminated groundwater and contact with contaminated soil. VOCs associated with the site have been
detected in on-site groundwater and subsurface soil, and in off-site groundwater monitoring wells.

Exposure to site-related contaminants in private drinking wells has occurred in the past. Based on an area
private well survey conducted during the investigation of the Fairchild Republic Aircraft site, and information
provided by the SCWA and the SCDHS, all homes and businesses within or near the groundwater
contaminant plume are currently connected to public water. Public drinking water supplies are sampled, at
minimum, on a quarterly basis and must meet NYSDOH drinking water standards.

The Albany Avenue well field is located 6,500 feet downgradient from the site. The wells are 419 to 509 feet
bgs and are simated below the contaminant plume. Monthly monitoring of these wells has not detected the
presence of any comtamination. Data collected during the RI indicates that the groundwater contaminant
plume migrating from the National Heatset site is sinking, and therefore may eventually contaminate the public
dninking water well field. However, exposure to contaminants that may reach the Albany Avenue well field is
not expected since these wells are monitored on a monthly basis and must meet NYSDOH standards.

The selectad plan to remediate this site includes DDC type “in-well” stripping systems to reduce the level of
contamination in the groundwater, and thus reduce the possible contamination of the Albany Avenue well field.
Additional measures to protect the Albany Avenue well field are part of the March 1998 Record of Decision
(ROD) for the Fairchild Republic Main Plant site (#152130), located upgradient from the National Heatset site.
Elernents of the Fairchild ROD which would protect the Albany Avenue well field from contamination include:
extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater originating on the Fairchild site; installation and quarterly
monitoring for VOCs of outpost monitoring wells installed upgradieni from the public drinking wells; a
wellhead weamment plan for the design, construction, operation and maintenance of drinking welthead treatment
systemns, 1 necessary; and monthly monitoring of the well fisld for total VOCs.

The potentia) for exposure to site related contamination in soil has been significantly reduced since areas of soil
contamination identified during site investigations have been excavated and removed off-site, or are 13 or more
feet bgs, and thus significantly limit the possibility of exposure. The remedy selected for this site is designed

o remediate on-site groundwater and the remaining subsurface soil contamination.

-t e

4.4 Summary of Environmental Fxposure Pathways:

This section summarizes the types of environmental exposures which may be presented by the site.

As part of the environmental exposure assessment conducted as part of the RI, no significant pathways for
environmental exposure have been identified at the site.

SECTION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) are those who may be legally liable for contamination at a site. This may
include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers.

The PRPs for the site, documented to date, include:
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National Heatset Printing Company
1 Adams Boulevard
East Farmingdale, New York 11735

Adams Boulevard Corporation, Inc¢.
155 Marine Street
Farmingdale, New York 11735

The National Heatset Printing Company has declared bankruptey and has gone out of business. Since the
property owner, Adams Boulevard Corporation, Inc., and the NYSDEC could not agree on the terms and
conditions of an RUFS consent crder, the RUFS for this site was conducted with State Superfund money. Afler
the remedy is selected, the PRPs will again be contacted to assume responsibility for the remedial program. f
an agreement cannot be reached with the PRPs, the NYSDEC will implement the selected remedial action with
the State Superfund money. The PRPs may be subject to legal actions by the Statz for recovery of all response
costs the State has incurred.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION GOALS

Goals for the remedial program have been established through the remedy selection process stated in 6 NYCRR
Part 375-1.10. The overall remedial goal is to meet all Standards, Criteria And Guidance {SCGs) and be
protective of human health and the environment. At a minimum, the remedy szlected should eliminate or
mitigate all significant threats to public health and/or the environment presented by the hazardous waste
disposed at the site through the proper application of scientific and enginesring principles.

The goals selected for this site are:

a Eliminate, 10 the extent practicable, the source area contamination by remedicting the groundwater direcily
below the leaching pool;

2 Eliminate, to the extent practicable, ingestion of groundwater affected by the site that does not attain NYSDOH
drinking water standards; and

& Eliminate, to the extent practicable, further off-site migration of groundwater that does not attain NYSDEC Class
GA Ambient Water Quality Criteria.

SECTION 7: SUMMARY QF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The selected remedy should be protective of human health and the environment, be cost effective, comply with
other statutory laws and utilize permanent solutions, alternative technologies or resource recovery technologies
to the maximum extent practicable. Potential remedial alternatives for the National Heatset Printing site were
identified, screened and evaluated in the report entitled Feasibility Study Report, dated January 1999,

A summary of the detailed analysis follows. As presented below, the time to implement reflects only the time
required to construct the remedy, and does not include the time required to design the remedy, procure contracts
for design and construction or to negotiate with responsible parties for implementation of the remedy.
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7.1: Description of Remedial Alternatives

The potential remedies are intended to address the contaminated groundwater at the site. Present worth is
calculated using an annual discount rate of five percent.

l ve 21 No Furth ,
Present Worth: §315,985
Capital Cost: 3 0
Annual O&M: § 50,000
Time to Implement "None

This altemative recognizes remediation of the site conductzd under a previously completed IRM. Only
continued monitoring is necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of the remediation completed under the IRM.
The monitoring program would include sampling of the twelve existing groundwater monitoring wells on a
quarterly basis. This sampling program would be performed for 15 years and would be reevaluated annually.

This alternative would leave the site in its present condition and would not provide any additional protection
o human health or the environment.

! e #3: G hwater E . | Tre ith Air Stripping
Fresent Worth: : 35,535,268
Capita! Cos:: ‘ %2,016,550
Annual O&M: $ 339000
Time to Implement 12-18 months

Under this altemative, the groundwater contaminant plume would be collected via extraction wells and treated
o remove VOCs to levels in compliance with NYSDEC groundwater discharge standards. The system would
be expected to remediate the groundwater plume 1o New York State Class GA groundwater standards within
15 years, At 2 minimum, two separate recovery networks would be required. The first recovery well network
would capture VOC-impacted groundwater at the National Heatset property. Two wells would be placed on-
site, one at the leaching pool area pumping at approximately 30 gallons per minute (gpm) and the second at the
south end of the facility near the Adams Boulevard cul-de-sac pumping at approximately 50 gpm. The leaching
pool area well and the cul-se-sac well are expected to have radii of influence of 50 feet and 100 feet,
respectively. The second recovery well network would be located downgradient of the site at the southern edge
of 1 ppm VOC contamination contour to intercept the contaminant plume. Approximately three extraction wells
oriented in an approximate east-west direction, each pumping at about 100 gpm, would be required to create a
capture zone of sufficient width to intercept the downgradient portion of the plume. Each well would be
expected 10 have a radius of influence of 200 feet. Proposed locations of the extraction and treatment systems
are Cepicted in Figure 13.

A weamment system would be constructed for each of the two recovery networks. The treatment system would
consist of an air stripper, which would remove VOCs from the groundwater. Air stripping is generally
irmplemented by pumping untreated groundwater to the top of a packed column, which consists of a specified
height and cross-sectional area of inert “packing” material along with water distnbution and collection systems.
The column receives ambient air under pressure in an upward vertical direction from the bottom of the column
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as the water flows downward. The packed tower promotes intimate contact between 2 gas phase and a liquid
phase so as to enhance the transfer of VOCs from the water. Based on the anticipated influent feed
concentration to the stripping tower, treatment of the off-gas would be required. Treatment of the off-gas would
be accomplished using a vapor phase carbon system. This system would include granulated activated carbon
(GAC) fikers to remove VOCs from air prior to discharge. A schematic diagram of the pump and treat system
is included in Figure 14,

The treated water would then be discharged on- or off-site as recharge to groundwater. An injection well system
would be constructed below grade to accomplish this task. The wells, well vaults and all interconnecting piping
could be designed and constructed to accommodate traffic loading conditions, as required, based on the
established design criteria. :

Periodic monitoring of groundwater would be conducted in order to observe groundwater cleanup progress and
10 ensure capture of the contaminant plume. Additional monitoring of influent and effluent groundwater with
respect to the treatment system would also be conducted to monitor treatment systern efficiency and effluent
compliance,

Alternative #34: ln-Situ Density Driven Convection (DDC) Tyne In-Well Stripping
Present Worth: 82,666,755
Capital Cost: $ 1,109,800
Annual Q&M: $ 150,000
Time to Implement 6-9 months

Under this alternative, the groundwater contaminant plume would be treated in-situ using a series of
groundwater circulation wells (also referred to as in-well stripping systems) to capture and circulate groundwater
within the aquifer. This system would be expected to remediate the groundwater plume to New York State
Class GA groundwater standards within 15 years. The groundwater circulation well system creates in-situ
vertical groundwater circulation cells by drawing groundwater from an aquifer formation through one screen
section of a double-screened well and discharging it through the second screen section. The lower screen would
be situated directly above the clay layer (approximately 80 feet bgs) and the upper screen would be at the water
table. While groundwater circulates in and out of the stripping cell, no groundwater is removed from the
ground. The upward groundwater flow experienced within a cell is achisved via an air-1ift effect using a blower.
Bubbling air within a cell creates a hydrostatic head gradient along the well bore which drives aerated water out
of the upper well screen while simultaneously drawing groundwater in through the lower screen. The density
gradient between the well bore fluid (air and water mixture) with the formation water creates the driving force
for groundwater circulation. The air would capture the VOC contamination. A schematic diagram of the DDC
type in-well stripping system is included in Figure 15.

The wellhead of each DDC type well would be connected to a vacuum blower, which would collect the air from
the air-groundwater mixture by providing a negative pressure in the section of the well above the upper screen.
One vacuum blower would be required for each of the three well systems. The blower would direct the air to
a granulated activated carbon (GAC) filtration system, which would remove the VOCs from the air. The air
would then be discharged into the atmosphere.
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All groundwater treatment would be performed in-situ; therefore, no groundwater would be discharged as part
of this remedy.

Because of the relatively wide aerial distribution of the plume in the downgradient dirsction, three separate in-
well stripping networks would be utilized. Each well would have an effective capture radius of approximately
100 feet. Capture radii could be adjusted by adjusting the air flow through the wells. The first set of
groundwater circulation wells would consist of a minimum of two groundwater circulation wells located on-site
in the vicinity of the former source area. The second in-well stripping system, consisting of a minimum of three
groundwater circulation wells, would be located near the southern border of the site to treat groundwater exiting
the property. The third in-well stripping system would consist of a groundwater circulation well network of a
minimum of seven wells located at the southern edge of the 1 ppm groundwater contamination contour.
Proposed locations of the in-well stripping systems arz included in Figure 16.

In rare cases, fouling of the wells with metals may occur because air is introduced into the system. This
potential problem would be addressed as a portion of the operations and maintenance (O&M) activiuss. If
fouling of the well occurs, the well would be redeveloped using compressed air.

dlrernative #3B: In-Sity Underdruck-Verdampfer-Brunnen (UVE] In-Well Stripping
Present Worth: 34,046,739
Capital Cost: 31818500
Annual O&M: 8 205,000
Time to Implement 9-12 months

This alternative 13 similar to Alternative #3A; however, the wells use a submersible pump (o actively pump the
groundwater through a submersible “stripping reactor”, a labyrinthian column that operates on the same
principles as an air stripper. This system would be expected to remediate the groundwater plune to New York
State Class GA groundwater standards within 15 years. Off gas from the stripping reactor would be coliect
and treated using vapor-phase carbon prier to being discharged into the atmosphere. A schematic diagram of
the UVB system is included in Figure 17.

The wells systems would be installed in the same locations and depths as in Alternative 3A and would project
the same capture radius of 100 feet.

This altemative would require large diameter well bores than Alternative 3A and installation of complex
ubsurface mechanical equipment. This system has 2 high electrical demand and is sensitive to water guality
iron, minerals, turbidity, etc.).

-
s
{

7.2 “valingti

T

The criteria used to compare the potential remedial alternatives are defined in the regulation that directs the

emediation of Inactive hazardous waste sites in New York State (6 NYCRR Part 375). For each of the ¢riterla,
2 brief description is provided, followed by an evaluation of the altematives against that criterion. A detailed
discussion of the evaluation criteria and comparative analysis is included in the Feasibility Study.
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‘ Compliance with SCGs
addr°sses wbetner or not a remedy will meet applicable environmental laws, regulations, standards, and
guidance,

The analytical data for this site indicates exceedances of SCGs for VOCs in the on-site and off-site groundwater.
For a remedy to be considered for this site, it must remediate the groundwater to Class GA groundwater
standards listed in the Technical and Operational Guidance Series 1.1.1 entitled, “Ambient Water Quahty
Standards and Guidance Values and Groundwater Effluent Limitations”.

Since no remedial actions are included in Alternative #1, SCGs would not be met and concentrations of on-site
and off-site groundwater contaminants would remain at unacceptable levels.

The other three alternatives (#2, #3A, and #3B) would involve trzating the groundwater and would be designed
such that the groundwater concentrations would meet SCGs. All contaminated subsurface soil that exceeds
SCGs is located below the water table at the on-site leaching pool. All three alternatives would provide for 2
groundwater treatment system at this location. The subsurface soil would be remediated to below SCGs
resulting from treatment of groundwater that is in direct contact with the soil.

2. Protection of Human Health and the Environment. This criterion is an overall evaluation of each
alternative’s ability to protect public health and the environment.

Alternative #1 would not present an imminent public health concem since 2!l residents within the plume area

e connected to public water provided by the Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA)., Howsver, this
alternative would not provide long-term protection to the SCWA’s well field located 6,500 feet downgradient
of the site.

The remaining three alternatives (#2, #3A and #3B) would be protective of human health and the environment.
These alternatives would target the greundwater contaminant plume and would reduce the potential for further
migration of contaminants in thz direction of the SCWA well field.

3. Short-term Effectivepess. The potential shori-term adverse impacts of the remedial action upon the
community, the workers, and the environment during the construction and/or implementation are evaluated.
The length of time needed to achigve the remedial objectives is also estimated and compared against the other
alternatives. :

Alternative #1 would not include construction activities; therefore, there would be no impact on construction
workers or neighbors due to construction. In the short term, groundwater contaminants would remain above
SCGs and threaten the downgradient public well field.

For the remaining three alternatives (#2, #3A and #3B), construction activities would be temporarily disruptive
to the community. Health risks to workers and residen:s would be minimal. These altematives would capture
groundwater in the area of highest VOC concentrations (on and near the site) and would also prevent further
migraticn of the contaminant plume.

4, Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. This criterion evaluaies the long-term effectiveness of the

remedial alternatives after implementation. If wastes or trsated residuals remain on site after the selected
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remedy has been implemented, the following items are evaluated: 1) the magnitude of the remaining risks, 2)
the adequacy of the controls intended to limit the risk, and 3) the reliability of these controls.

Alternative #1 would leave the site in its present condition. VOCs in groundwater would continue to be in
contravention of standards. This alternative would not provide long-term protection for the SCWA’s supply
wells located downgradient of the plume.

Alternatives #2 would utilize a technology that is effective and proven for the removal of VOCs from
groundwater. It would be considered a permanent solution since contaminants would be removed from the
groundwater media.

Alternatives #3A and #3B would utilize a technology that has been initiated at other New York State Superfund
sites on Long Island with similar groundwater contaminants. These alternatives would be considered a
permanent solution since contaminants would be removed from the groundwater media.

5. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or ¥olume, Preference is given to alternatives that permanently and

significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the wastes at the site.
Altemative #1 would result in no reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants.

Aliemative #2 would extract a total of 380 gpm of contaminated groundwater using five extraction wells. The
- expected removal rate of VOCs for Alternative #2 would be greater than 9%

Alternatives #3A and #3B would treat groundwater contaminants effectively by removing VOCs from the
groundwater using multiple pass stripping through in-situ stripping wells. Removal efficiencies of greater than
99% would be expected for these altematives.

Allematives #2, #3A and #3B would greatly reduce toxicity, mobility, and volume of wastes in the groundwater.

6. lmplementahility. The technical and administrative feasibility of implementing each alternative are
evaluated. Technical feasibility includes the difficulties associated with the construction and the ability to
monitor the effectiveness of the remedy. For administrative feasibiiity, the availability of the necessary
pers omel and material is evaluated along with potential difficulties in obtaining specific operating approvals,
access for construction, etc.

Since Alternative #1 requires only continued menitoring, it would be easily implementable. Groundwater
monitoring would be conducted to detect changes in groundwater quality.

For Alternatives #2 and #3A, the treatment equipment wouid be readily installed; however, land access would
be required from the property owner and/or Town to construct the system on private property or within public
right-of-wavs. The system for Alternative #3A is patented and therefore must be obtained from licensad
vendors. This may cause minor delays in the implementation of this project.

Altemnative #3B would require large diameter well bores and installation of complex subsurface mechanical
equipment. This systemn has a high electrical demand and is sensitive to water quality (iron, minerals, turbidity,
etc.). Additionally, land access would be required from the property owner and/or Town to construct the system
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on private property or within public right-of-ways. The system for Alternative #3B is patented and therefors
must be obtained from licensed vendors.

7. Cost. Capital and operation and maintenance costs are estimated for each alternative and compared on a
present worth basis. Although cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated, where two or more altemnatives have
met the requirements of the remaining criteria, cost effectiveness can be used as the basis for the final decision.
The costs for each alternative are presented in Table 4.

The estimated long-term (15 year) operation and maintenance (O&M) present worth cost associated with
Alternative #1 is $518,985. The estimatad capital cost and present worth O&M cost of Alternatives #2, #3A
and #3B is $7,542,518, $2,666,755 and $4,046,739, respectively, based on 15 years of operation for the
treatment system and continued monitoring.

8. Community Assessment - Concerns of the community regardiry the RIFS reports and the Proposed
Remedial Action Plan have been evaluated. The "Responsiveness Summary” included as Appendix A presents
the public comments received and how the Department will address the concerns raised,

In general the public comments received were supportive of the selective remedy. However, comments
submitted by the property owner’s attomey and engineer were received that recommended that the “No Further
Action” alternative be chosen. The engineer presented an alternative hypothesis of the nature and extent of
contamination and the fate of the contaminants. The NYSDEC has reviewed the engineer's comment letter and
has found the methodology and assumptions to be seriously flawed. The letters were not able to refute the
conclusions of the FS which state that the “No Further Action” altemative would not meet SCGs and would not
be protective of human health and the environment. Since neither of these two threshold criteria would be met,
the “No Further Action” alternative was not chosen. Copies of both letters, along with detailed responses from
the NYSDEC, are inciuded in Appendix A.

SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon the results of the RI/FS, and the evaluation presented in Section 7, the NYSDEC is selecting
Alternative 3A as the remedy for this site, This ROD is based upon the comparison of the four alternatives

eveloped for this site. Alternative #1 was eliminated because it would not meet either of the two threshold
criteriz. The other three alternatives would meet the first six evaluation criteria, although Altermative #3B would
be more difficult to implement and would require more maintenance. Alternative #3A would utilize simpler
technology and would therefore require less maintenance and repair. Since Alternative #3A would be either
equal or superior to Alternatives #2 and #3B with respect to the first six evaluation criteria and would cost less
than these two other altematives, Alternative #3A was chosen as the selected remedy for this site. Alternative
#3 A is referred to as “In-Situ Density Driven Convection Type In-Well Stripping” and includes:

’ Remediation of contaminated groundwater by installation and implementation of in-situ DDC type in-
well stripping systems. lo-well stripping bubbles air through the bottom of a well and promotes transfer
of VOCs from the groundwater to the air as the mixture travels up the well. The VOCs and air mixture
is filtered by a granulated activated carbon filter and clean air is released to the atmosphere. Three well
systems will be installed: one at the source area (leaching pool behind the building on-site), one at the
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south end of the site, and one at the downgradient edge of the one ppm groundwater contamination

contour;
. Public water will be provided to any properties that utilize private wells within the affected area; and
. Contarninated subsurface soil will remain on site, the subsurface soil will be treated to below SCGs as

a result of groundwater treatment. All contaminated subsurface soil is located below the water table at
the lzaching pool. This remedy provides for a well system at the leaching pool. Since the soil is in
direct contact with the treated groundwater, contaminants in soil will be reduced to below SCGs.

The contaminated groundwater plume must be remediated to protect public health. The groundwater
contamination plume has not experienced natural attenuation. Instead, it has migrated downward to the clay
layer (approximately 80 feet bgs) and has traveled over one mile downgradient from the site. The Albany
Avenue public drinking water supply well field is located 6,500 feet downgradient of the site and 419 to 509
feet bgs. Monthly monitoring of the drinking water wells has not detected contamination. A clay layzr at 80
feet bgs rstards the downward migration of the VOCs. However, the clay layer is not impenetrable and there
15 the potential for contaminant migration below the clay layer. The possibility also exists that the clay layer
is not continuous from the site to the drinking water supply wells. The seiected remedy will protect the well
1eld and insure the quality of the public drinking water.

The Fairchild Republic Main Plant Site (Site #1-52-130) is located directly upgradient of the National Heatset
Printing site. The RCD for the Fairchild site indicates that VOC contamination from the Fairchild site also
threatens the Albany Avenue well field, although the contamination from Fairchild is deeper and further east
than from National Heatset. The Fairchild ROD includes the installation and testing of long term groundwater
monitoring wells directly upgradient of the Albany Avenue well field and provides for a wellhead trzatment
contingency if monitoring indicates that the well field has been impacted. The remedy selected for the National
Heatszt site will not duplicate remedial actions planned for the Fairchild Republic site.

The source area is highly contaminated with VOCs, as evidenced by the test results for the soil sample obtained
y-sr acove the clay layer (7,700 ppm of PCE). Such high levels indicate the presence of undissolved product

¢d with contaminated groundwater. This undissolved product may need to be recovered for groundwater
tr»:atmem 1o be effective. As part of the pilot test for the design of the remediation system, data will be collected
to determine the effectiveness of remediating the source area by in-situ in-well stripping and the potential need
for suppiemental remedial measures. If the pilot test data indicate that in-well stripping would be ineffective
fo Vmpdlanno the source area, an alternative remedy would be chosen such as extraction and treatment, air
sparging, and/or ozone sparging to treat and/or recover undissolved VOCs. The two downgradient in-well

stripping systems would be retained to prevent migration of the contaminant plume.

J

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows:
1. A remedial design program which includes a pilot test to venfy the components of the conceptual design

and provide the details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of the
remedial program. Additional investigation nceded for the pilot test or the remedial design will be

conducted.
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Based on the pilot test data, the effectiveness of the in-well stripping system at the source area will be
gvaluated. Since the high VOC concentrations at the source area indicate the presence of undissolved
product mixed with groundwater, an alternative remedy such as extraction and treatment or sparging
with air or ozone may be chosen to recover and/or treat the undissolved product. The two downgradient
in-wel] stripping systems would be retained to prevent migration of the contaminant plume.

Construction and implementation of the in-well stripping systems or an alternative remedy supported
by pilot test data, which includes:

One system zt the source area, consisting of two groundwater circulation wells. This syster will
remediate the area with the highest VOC concentrations;

One system at the south end of the site consisting of three groundwater circulation wells. This system
will prevent additional VOC contamination from leaving the site; and

One system downgradient of the southern edge of the one (1) ppm groundwater contamination contour.
This system will consist of seven wells and will halt further migration of VOCs downgradient of the site.

Providing public water to any properties that utilize private wells within ths affected area. Any private
wells identified downgradient of the site will be tested for VOCs by the Suffolk County Department of
Health Services. If site-related contaminants are detected in the well samples, the home or business
serviced by the contarninated well will be connected to public water.

Since the remedy results in untreated hazardous waste remaining at the site, a long term monitoring
program will be instituted. Monitoring wells will be installed, where needed, and sampled upgradient
and downgradient of each of the three in-well stripping systems. Wells already exist on-site and
upgradient and downgradient of the site. Additional wells will be installed downgradient of the site.
This program will allow the effectiveness of the in-well stripping to be mionitored and will be a
component of the operation and maintenance for the site; and

Instinutional controls will be implemented and deed restrictions will be recorded in the chain of title of
the property to restrict future use of groundwater at the site.

The estimated present worth cost to implement the remedy 1s $2,666,755. The cost to construct the remedy is
estimated to be $1,109,800 and the estimated average annual operation and maintenance cost for 15 vears is
$150,000.

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

As part of the remedial investigation process, a number of Citizen Participation (CP) activities were undertaken
in an effort to inform and educate the public about conditions at the site and the potential remedial alternatives.
The following public participation activities were conducted for the site:

A repository for documents pertaining to the site was established.

Nationa] Heatset Printing Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 06/11/99
RECORD OF DECISION (1%95) PAGE 19
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A site mailing list was established which included nearby property owners, local political officials, local
media and other interested parties.

Fact Sheets were mailed to the mailing list in July 1997 and February 1999 to update interested parties
on the site status.

Public informational meetings were held in August 1997 and March 1999 to discuss the project and
answer guestions posed by the public.

In February 1999 a public information shest was mailed to the public mailing list and a public méeting

was held on March 3, 1999 to present the National Heatset Printing Site Proposed Remedial Action Plan

{PRAP). A 30 day public comment period was established for the receipt of written comments which

was originally scheduled to end on March 14, 1999. However, the comment period was extended to

March 22, 1999 at the request of the property ownar’s consultant. A notice of the comment period
xtension was mailed to the public contact list.

In June 1999, a Responsiveness Summary was prepared and made available 1o the public, 1o address the
comments received during the public comment period for the PRAP,

National Heawset Printing Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 06/11/99
RECORD OF DECISION 1999 PAGE 20
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TABLE 1

NATIONAL HEATSET PRINTING SITE (1-52-108)
SUMMARY OF EXCEEDANCES OF NYSDEC RECOMMENDED SOIL CLEARUP OBJECTIVES

SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLES

VOLATILE ORGARIC COMPOUNDS

SAMPLE LOCATION On-Site (Leaching Pool) NYSDEC
SAMPLE DEPTH, FT 0-16 17-70 71-85 SOIL CLEANUP
DATE SAMPLED 9/97-10/97 5/97-10/97 9/97-10/97 OBJECTIVES
ANALYTES (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm)
I'richloroethene (TCE) ND-0.097 ND-0.752 ND 0.7
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) | 0.0412-423 ND-210 ND-7,700 1.4

ND: Not Detected |
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TABLE 2

NATIONAL HEATSET PRINTING SITE (1-52-140)

SUMMARY OF EXCEEDANCES OF NEW YORK STATE GROUNDWATER STANDARDS

GROUNDWATER MONITORING WEILL SAMPLES

SAMPLE TYPE Shallow Wells (25 feet bgs) Deep Wells (100 feet bgs) NYSDEC
SAMPLE LOCATION On-site Upgradient On-site Downgradient| Groundwater
(ppb) (ppb) (ppb) (ppb) Standards
SAMPLE DATE 12/97 & 6/98 6/98 12/97 & 6/98 6/98 {ppb)
Vinyl Chloride ND ND ND ND-3 2
1,2-Dichloroethene ND 0.4 ND-2 6-35 5
1,2-Dichloroethane ND-3,100 ND ND ND 0.6
richloroethene (TCE) 1-1,100 4 ND-5 3-56 4
etrachloroethene (PCE) 10-11,000 5 BGA-1,000 260-1,500 5

ND: Not Detected
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TABLE 3
NATIONAL HEATSET PRINTING SITE (1-52-140)
SUMMARY OF EXCEEDANCES OF NEW YORK STATE GROUNDWATER STANDARDS
GEOPROBE GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS

SAMPLE TYPE Shallow Samples {above 50 feel bgs) | Deep Samples (below 50 Teet bgs) T NYSDEG Class G
SAMPLE LOCATION Upgradient On-site Upgradient Downgradient Groundwater
(pphy) {ppb) (pph) (ppb) Standards
SAMPLE DATE 10/97 $/97-10-97 10/97 3/98 & 8/08 {ppb)
Vinyl Chloride ND ND ND ND-32.4 2
1,1-Dichloroeihiene D ND-20.8 ND ND-1.3 5
1,2-Dichloroetiiene ND ND-12,200 ND ND-330 5
t,1-Dichloroethane tND ND-20.6 ND ND-2. 5 5
1,1,1-Trichioroethane ND ND-159 ND ND-4 5
Trichtoroethene ND ND-9620 | ND ND-103 5
i Tetrachloroethene ND ND-34,000 ND ND-11,900 5
Eihylbenzene ND ND-80.1 ND ND 5

ND: Not Detected




Table 4

Remedial Alternative Costs

Remedial Alternative Capital Cost | Annual O&M Total Present
Waorth

Alt. #1: No Further Action 30 $50,000 $518,9853
Alt. #2: Pump & Treat with Air 52,016,550 $339,000 $5,535,268
Stripping

Al #3A: DDC Type In-Well $1,109,800 $150,000 $2,666,755
Stripping

Alt #3B: UVB In-Well Stripping $1,918,900 $205,000 $4,046,739
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Nationa) Heatset Printing Site
Record of Decision
Town of Babylon, Suffolk County
Site No. 1-52-140

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the National Heatset Printing site, was prepared by the
New York State Departiment of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and issued to the local decument
repository on February 12, 1999, This Plan outlined the preferred remedial measure proposed for the
remediation of the contaminated soil and groundwater at the National Heatset Printing site. The preferred
remedy is “In-Situ Density Driven Convection (DDC) Type In-Well Stripping.”

Tke release of the PRAP was announced via a notice to the mailing list, informing the public of the
PRAP's availability.

A public meeting was held on March 3, 1595 which included a presentation of the Remedial Investigation
(RI) and the Feasibility Study (FS) as well as a discussion of the proposed remedy. The meeting provided
an opportunity for citizens to discuss their concerns, ask questions and comment on the proposed remedy.
These comments have become part of the Administrative Record for this site. Written comuments were
received from Mr. Theodore Firetog, an attorney representing the property owner, and Donnelly
Engineering, a consulting engineering firm representing the property owner.

The public comment period for the PRAP was originally scheduled to end on March 14, 1999. However,
the comment period was extended to March 22, 1999 at the request of the property owner’s consultant, A

notice of the commemt pericd extension was mailed 1o the public contact list.

This Responsiveness Summary responds to all questions and comments raised at the March 3, 1999 public
meeting and to the written comments received.

The following are the comments received at the public meeting, with the NYSDEC's responses:
COMMENT 1: Is the property owrer liable for cleanup costs?

RESPONSE 1: The property owner has been designated a Potential Responsible Party for this site
and may be subject to cost recovery by the NYSDEC.

COMMENT 2: How much will the preferred remedy cost? Will the cost be recovered from the
Potential Responsible Party?

RESPONSE 2: The costs for the preferred remedy are estimated at $1,109,800 in capital costs
and $150,000 in annual operation and maintenance costs. The NYSDEC will first give the PRPs
ihe opporwnity 1o assume responsibility for implementation of the remedy. If the PRPs fail to

500048



reach an agreement with the NYSDEC, the National Heatset site will be remediated using State
Superfund money. Through litigation, the NYSDEC reserves the right to recover costs from
Potential Responsible Parties.

COMMENT 3: How long will the system take 10 build? How long will the'system be in
operation? Will construction activities be noisy? Will residents be notified prior to construction
activities?

RESPONSE 3: The sysiem will take approximately six months to design and six to nine months to .
crstruct. The NYSDEC has estimated that the system will remediate the contaminated '
roundwater plume to New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) drinking water standards
ithin 15 years. Construction practices will be implemented that will minimize disturbances to
area residents. Residents will be notified prior to initiation of construction activities.

{0

=

50

CON

ATEN

4: When will the final decision regarding the remedy be made?

RESPONSE 4: After the public comment period ends on March 22, 1998, the NYSDEC will

3

cogpsider tke public comments and determine the final remedy.
LCOMMENT 5; How much money remains in the State Superfund?
RESPONSE §: The State Superfund currently has $328,851,311 as of February 28, 1555.

LOMMENT §: Does NYSDEC regotiate cleanup costs with PRPs with an upper limit which
cannot be exceeded even if the cleanup is incomplete?

COMMENT 7: Have the Suffolk County Water Authority Great Neck Road wells been impacted
by site-related contaminarion? There have been water quality problems with the water pumped
from these wells.

RESPONSE 7: The well field has not been impactzd by contaminants related to this sits. The
water quality problems at the Great Neck well field were likely the result of naturally occurring
iron present in the Magothy aquifer. The Suffolk County Water Authority currently ireats the
water for high iron content. ‘ ‘
COMMENT R; Has the leaching pool in back of the building been cleaned out?
RESPONSE 8: Yes, the leaching pool has been cleaned out and filled with ciean soil.

CONMENT 9: Have cancer studies been conducted by the NYSDOH in the vicinity of the site?
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RESPONSE 9: No cancer studies have been conducted by the NYSDOH that relate specifically to
the National Heatset site. Several cancer incidence investigations have been conducted for
surrounding communities. Individuals with questions about past or ongoing studies in Nassau or
Suffolk Counties should contact the NYSDOH at 1-800-458-1158. Anyone with specific concerns
about cancer is encouraged to discuss these with his or her physician but may also contact the
NYSDOH at 1-800-458-1158 for additional information.

Cancer is a group of more than 100 different diseases that are due to abnormal growth of body cells.
Cancer is very common. One in three persons will be diagnosed with cancer at some time in their
life and it will eventually affect three of every four families. Scientists agree that one way people
can get cancer is through repeated long-term contact with one or more cancer-causing agents
(carcinogens). Such agents include tobacco, sunlight, x-ravs and certain chemicals that may be
found in air, water, food, drugs and the workplace. Researchers do not fully understand why some
people develop cancer while others do not.  Susceptibility to cancer-causing agents probably varies
among individuals due to genetic facters. Other factors, as yet unknown, may also play a part in
causing this disease, Factors associated with our personal habits and lifestyle are believad to
contribute to the majority of cases.

A cancer incidence investigation compares the number of cancer cases occurring among residents of
a study area during a defined period of time with the number of cancer cases that would be expecte
in an area having a similar age and sex distribution, population size and degree of urbanization. This
type of study can identify instances where the cbserved numbers of a particular cancer are
significantly higher than expected. This type of study does not tell us, however, why the excess has
occurred ot whather it will continue. Additional informaticn may be sought to help identify risk
factors that contributed 1o the cancer excesses.

exposed to PCE suffer ill health effects or premature death?

RESPONSE 16; PCE is the predominant solvent used in dry cleaning operations and emits the odor
associated with dry cleaning cperations. '

Studies show that exposures to very high concentrations of PCE in air (such as those experienced in
a workplace setting) cause central nervous system symptoms such as dizziness, headache, sleepiness,
lightheadedness, and poor balance. These effects disappeared scon after exposure ended. Studies of
dry cleaning workers indicate that long-term exposure to high concentrations of PCE in air reduces
scores on behavioral tests and causes biochemical changes in blood and urine. The biochemical
changes indicate liver and kidney damage. Exposure to high concentrations of PCE has caused liver
and kidney damage in {aboratory animals.

Whether or not PCE causes cancer in humans is not definitively known. PCE causes cancer in
laboratory animals exposed to high levels over their lifetimes. Chemicals that cause cancer in
laboratory animals also may increase the risk of cancer in people who are exposead to lower levels
over long periods of time. Some studies show a slightly increased risk of cancer and reproductive
effects among workers exposed to PCE, including dry cleaning workers. The cancers associated
with exposure included cancers of the esophagus and cervix and non-Hodgkin's lymphoma. The
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reproductive effects associated with exposure included increased risks of spontaneous abortion,
menstrual and sperm disorders, and reduced fertility. The data suggest, but do not prove, that the
effects were caused by PCE and not by some other factor or factors.

{1 should be noted that the above discussion relates primarily to occupational exposures in air and not
1o the lower-level exposures that may occur due to residual contamination in the environment. With
respect to the National Heatset site, some individuals were exposed to PCE for an unknown period of
time through contaminated drinking water prior to 1988. The duration of time was probably less
than 4 years (National Heatset began operations in 1983). Because we do not have water samples
prior to the discovery of the contaminated wells in late 1987, we do not have data on specific PCE

levels present during these 4 years and cannot accurately determine people’s exposures or health
risks,

COMMENT 11; Can the comment pericd be extended?

-RESPONSE 11: Yes, the comment period in this particular situation was extended from March
14, 1959 10 March 22, 1599.

COMMENT 12: Could there may be other sources of the off-site groundwater contamination
other than the National Heatset Printing site?

RESPONSE 12: The National Heatset Printing site has been identified as the source of the off-site
groundwater plume. The phume is directly downgradient of the National Heatset site and contains
the same contaminants that were detected in the soil and groundwater samples collected from the
National Heatset site. The Department has no information that would indicate another source of
off-site groundwater contamination,

LCOMMENT 13: Were the drill cuttings analyzed for waste-characterization purposes and were
they disposed of off-site?

RESPONSE 13: The drill cuttings were analyzed for hazardous waste characteristics and were
¢isposed of at a permitted disposal facility.

COMMENT 14: Does the Fairchild Republic groundwater contamination plume intersect the
National Heatset plume?

RESPONSE 14: No, the Fairchild Republic plume is east of the National Heatset plume and is
deeper.

COMMENT 15: Does more data need to be collected to determine the extent of the downgradient
groundwater contamination?

RESPONSE 15: Enough data has been collected to determine the extent of contamination and
select a remedy for groundwater remediation. Additional sampling will be conducted, if
necessary, to determine the design parameters for the remediation system.

‘rl
|
=
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A letter dated March 19, 1999 was received from Mr, Theodore Firetog, the property owner’s attorney
which included the following comments:

COMMENT 1: The RI/FS and PRAP were prepared by H2M and LMS for the DEC (page 1,
paragraph 1).

RESPONSE 1: The NYSDEC prepared the PRAP. The RI/FS was prepared by H2:d and LMS.

COMMENT 2: The letter alleges that time, distance, and groundwater velocity do not correlate with
the theory that PCE detected downgradient came from One Adams Boulevard (page 2, paragraph 1).

RESPONSFE 2: As part of the Rl, the NYSDEC’s consultant determined the groundwater flow
direction for the site and its surroundings. Groundwater samples obtained dirsctly downgradient of
the site were contaminated with PCE while samples taken to the east and west of the groundwater
fiow line contained lower concentrations of PCE or PCE was not detected. Samples obtained
upgradient of the site did not detect PCE.

The letter’s allegation concerning velocity refers to the Miller Avenue study, which was performed
by the Suffolk County Department of Health Services in 1989-1990. The property owner’s
consultant’s comment report elaborates on this comment by stating that, assuming that
groundwater travels 1.3 feet per day, the contamination conld not have migrated to point M-4 and
M-28 (see Figure 8) in the one to two years following the spiil incident in 1988.

Nationai Heatset had been using organic solvents at the site since 1983. The deliberate dumping
of organic sojvents in 1987 was not the first improper disposal incident on this property. For
example, in March 1986 an inspection performed by the SCDHS revealed strong evidence of
dumping from staining of inks and oils on the ground. The inspection report indicated that drums
were being stored improperly both inside and outside of the building. An inspection by the
SCDHS in 1983 revealed that National Heatset was discharging photo plate making waste to the
on-site sanitary system. The results of the inspections and the deliberate dumping reveal a pattern
of improper handling and disposal of hazardous waste and materials that extend throughout
National Heatset’s occupation of the site. Contamination from these and other improper disposal
incidents from 1983-1989 caused the groundwater contamination at M~ and M-28.

COMMENT 3: Installing a multimillion dollar in-well stripping remediation system in the former
source area based upon one sampling point that indicates minimal and decreasing ground water
contamination is arbitrary and capricious (page 2, paragraph 2).

RESPONSE 3: The groundwater samples taken at the former leaching pool (source area) in October
1998 exhibited PCE concentrations of 210 ppb at 28 feet bgs and 330 ppb at 80 feet bgs. These
levels of PCE are more than 40 times the drinking water standard (5 ppb) for this contaminant, which
are not “‘minimal” as the letter describes. 1,2-DCE, a breskdown product of PCE, was detected at
1,300 ppb which is 380 times the drinking water standard (5 ppb) for this contaminant.  Although
the PCE concentrations in the October 1998 samples are less than those detected in September 1997
{19C0 ppb for 28 fzet bgs and 1000 ppb for 80 feet bgs), the concentrations of 1,2-DCE in the 28 fee!
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bas sample have doubled from 970 ppb to 1,800 ppb. Therefore, contaminant levels at the former
leaching pool are not decreasing as the letier maintains.

In addition, the NYSDEC did not use one sampling point in selecting the remedy, as the letter
alieges. In addition to the above mentioned source area contamination, the results of the R1 revealed
that groundwater directly downgradient of the former leaching pool contains over 10,000 ppb of
PCE, a soil sample taken at the former leaching pool at 80 feet bgs as part of the monitoring well
installation tn 1997 exhibited a PCE concentration of 7,700 ppm, which is 5,500 times greater than
the NYSDEC:soil cleanup objective (1.4 ppm).

The data presented above indicate that the grou..ndw ater below the former leaching pool is }uon}y
contaminated. Also, the PCE contamination is traveling south-southeast from the source area and is
also degrading into another hazardous waste (i.e. 1,2-DCE). The soils below the former leaching
pool act as an ongoing source of groundwater contamination. Therefore, a remediation system at the
source area is necessary to prevent further contamination of the groundwater.

COMMENT 4: Installing an in-well stripping remediation system to act as a barrier system to
crevent contaminants from leaving the National Heatset site when such contaminants are nothing
more than a temporary contaminant surge caused by the DEC’s RUFS is clearly a decision that is
arbitrary and capricious (page 2, paragraph 2).

RESPONSY 4: The NYSDEC believes that this conmunent refers to the comment report submitted by
the property owner’s consultant, which claims that the high contaminant levels detected in the
groundwater monitoring wells were a result of using hollow-stem augers to dnil the wells. This
me&hcd of well dnlling is the accepted standard practice for monitoring well installaticn. In fact, the
property owner’s consultant claims to have used the same method when he installed the original on-

site wells on May 24, 1989 (Addendum A, Report on August 1995 Soil Sampling Activities,
Supniemental Samnling Program, Donnelly Engineering, April 1996).

In the comment report, the property owner’s consultant indicates that he installed an additional
groundwater monitoring well on-site in September 1997 and sampled an existing well located

down gradient of the new well several times between October 1998 and February 1999 to prove the
above mentioned theory. The NYSDEC was not informed of the installation of this new montioring
well in 1997 or the sampling activities unti! the property owner’s consultant’s comment report was
received in March 1999. Therefore, since the monitoring well was installed and the sampling
activities were performed without the oversight or approval of the NYSDEC, there is no way of
knowing if proper sampling procedures and chain of custody procedures were followed, acceptable
sample handling and correct analytical methods were used, and the integrity and safety of the
monitoring well was preserved. Therefore, the NYSDEC cannot consider the data in evaluating the
proposed remedy. Since hollow stem auger drilling is an accepted standard practice in installing
monitoring wells and the data for the property owner’s consultant’s argument was unsupportable, the
groundwater contamination data obtained at the downgradient edge of the site is not a temporary
contaminant surge but is indicative of a groundwater contamination plume migrating south-southeast
from the site. Therefore, the NYSDEC’s decision to select a groundwater treatment system to treat
and mitigate contaminants migrating off-site is logical and necessary.
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COMMENT 3. The letter refers to the Fact Sheet and RI/FS report, which stated that National
Heatset disposed of its chemical inventory by dumping material onto the soils and into a leaching
pool Jocated on the northeast side of the building. Yet, if the DEC had done a more responsible
investigation, it would have discovered that most of National Heatset’s chemical inventory were
contained in drums, which were subsequently removed from the site (page 2, footnote).

RESPONSE 5: The discharge was witnessed by a representative of the Suffolk County Department
of Health Services. Samples taken by the Suffolk County Department of Health Services after the
incident indicated significant subsurface soil contamination, including 13,000 ppm of PCE at the
bottom of the leaching pool excavation. Based upon this informatiorn, the statement in the Fact Sheet
and the RI/FS report is accurate,

COMMENT 6: The letter states that it has taken the NYSDEC eleven years to address remediation
of the site. By contrast, the owner performed cleanup activities as soon as he could access the
property. The DEC has not assisted the owner with its ongeing cleanup activities (page 3, paragraph

.

RESPONSE 6: Although the disposal incident occurred in 1987, the Suffoik County Department of
Health Services managed the investigation of the National Heatset site until 1993. During this time,
the property owner excavated the contents of the leaching pool, performed a limited site
investigation, and installed a treatment system in the area of the former leaching pool. However, the
Suffolk County Department of Health Services sampled the bottom of the leaching pool excavation
in 1988 and detected 13,000 ppm of PCE, among other VOCs. This contamination was never
addressed by the property owner.

In 1993, the NYSDEC listed the site on the Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Siies and
thereby acquired regulatory responsibility for the site. As required by statute, the NYSDEC
attempted to negotiate with the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) to give them the opportunity
10 investigate and remediate the site themselves. The NYSDEC can refer a site for investigation
under the State Superfund only if an agreement cannot be reached with the PRPs. The National
Heatset Printing Corp. has declared bankruptcy and has gone out of business. Since the property
owner and the Department could not agree on the terms and conditions of an RI/FS Consent
Order, the site was referred to State Superfund for investigation by the NYSDEC.

The owner has chosen to operate a treatment system without a consent order with oversight from the
NYSDEC. By operating this system, the property owner is tampering with the investigation and
remediation of a hazardous waste site.

COMMENT 7: The NYSDEC has failed to take any action against National Heatset Printing Co., or
to seek prosecution of any of the company’s officers or directors for the intentional discharge of
hazardous substances at the site (page 3, paragraph 1).

RESPONSE 7: The National Heatset Printing Co. has declared bankruptcy and has gone out of
business. To dat=, the NYSDEC has not taken action against either the property owner or the
National Heatset Printing Company. The NYSDEC reserves the right to bring a cost recovery action
against the National Heatszt Printing Company, the property owner, and any other responsible
parties.
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COMMENT 8: The Department repeatedly writes in its Report about a single PRP, the property
owner. No mention is made of the polluter, Nationa! Heatset Printing Co., as being 2 PRP (page 3,
paragraph 2).

RESPONSE 8: Section 5 of both the PRAP and ROD, “Enforcement Status”, identifies both the
Naticnal Heatset Printing Co. and Adams Boulevard Corporation as PRPs for this site.

LCOMMENT 9; The DEC claims that no operational data has ever been submitted to confirm the
effectiveness of the treatment system installed by the property owner. However, the Supplem»ntal
Sampling and Interim Remedial Measures Workplan (Report on August 1995 Soil Sampling
Activities, Supplemental Sampling Program, Donnelly Engineering, April 1996) provided such
operational data. The treatment system has removed 2000 pounds of PCE and the DEC has
hazardous waste manifests documenting the removal of such PCE (page 3, paragraph 3).

RESPONSE 9; The abovementioned report contains a spreadsheet that purportedly lists amounts o
water and PCE recovered from July 1993 to September 19935 from the property owner’s treatment
system. This spreadshest does not include operational data such as: daily field logs, removal rate,
copies of test results, methods used to collect the datg, etc

As stated previously, the owner has chosen to operate a treaiment system without a consent order
with oversight from the NYSDEC. Since the NYSDEC could not provide »versight of the data
collection, there is no way of knowing if proper sampling procedures and chain of custody
procedures were followed, acceptable sample handling and correct analytical methods were used.

In addition to being unverifiable, the spreadshzet data is also incomplete. The letter states that 2,000
pounds of PCE have been removed by the treatment system. The spreadsheet claims a removal of
1172 pounds of PCE from July 1993 to September 1995, A note on the bottom of the spreadsheet
claims a removal of 828 pounds of PCE from previous operations.

The NYSDEC has received one hazardous waste manifest from the property owner, dated September
1995, for the disposal of 120 gallons of hazardous waste liquid. The manifest does not state the
concentrations of PCE in the waste; therefore, the amount of PCE disposed of in this shipment is
unknown,

Bazed upon the above information, the assumption that the treatment system has recoversd more
than 2,000 pounds of PCE is unsubstantiated and unsupportable.

COMMEMNT 10: The RI data demonstrates that the treatment system has removed all contamination
overlying the saturated zone (page 4, paragraph 1).

BESPONSE 10; The RI data indicate that none of the soil samples above the water table excesdad
SCGs. However, since the NYSDEC could not provide oversight for the treatment system, there is
no way of knowing if the treatment system is responsible for the condition of the unsaturated surface

ol
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Nonetheless, ths contamination has migrated to the saturated subsurface soils and groundwater
directly below the former leaching pool area. The saturated soils located directly below the water
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table exhibited PCE concentrations of 42.3 ppm at 13-15 fest bgs, 19.8 ppm at 15-17 feet bgs, and
54.7 ppm at 18-20 feet bgs. These contaminant levels are 14 to 39 times the soil cleanup objective
of 1.4 ppm.

COMMENT 11; Because the DEC has used information derived from previous reports submitted to
the DEC by the owner in the preparation of its report, we ask that all such reports and data be
included in the Administrative Record for this matter and that such reports be made available to the
public in its document repositories (page 4, paragraph 2).

RESPONSE 11: The NYSDEC has received one report from the property owner’s consultant -
entitled, SmmmmmmmmeMM&Mm Donrelly
Engineering, April 1996. The appendices of this report contain information conceming previous
investigations of the site.

The NYSDEC has never approved this report because the work was not performed with oversight or
approval from the Department. Therefore, this document will not be included in the Administrative
Record for the site.

However, the NYSDEC will pIaC° copies of the above mentioned document in the document
repositories with a disclaimer stating that the NYSDEC has not approved the report.

COMMENT 12: The DEC was an eye witness to the intentional dumping of hazarcous substances
at a property located directly upgradient of the National Heatst site (page 4, paragraph 3).

RESPONSE 12: The NYSDEC believes that this claim refers to an incident at an auto repair shop,
located north of the National Heatset site, in which the NYSDEC witnessed employees transferring
liquid from five-gallon pails into 55-gallon drums. The NYSDEC subsequently performed an
extensive investigation of the auto repair shop, which did not indicate any serious violations
occurring or the mishandiing of any wastes. The NYSDEC also collected Geoprobe groundwater
samples and installed a groundwater monitoring well at the auto repair shop. The results of the
sampling activities indicated no VOC contamination, including PCE, in the groundwater below the
auto repair shop.

COMMENT 13: The DEC is well aware that two Albany Avenue drinking-water wells were closed
due to PCE contamination before the One Adams Boulevard property was developed (page 4,
paragraph 3).

RESPONSE 13: The Suffolk County Water Authority closed three drinking water supply wells at

the Albany Avenue well field in the late 1970's. The wells were screened at 84-85 feet bgs. The

well data indicate the presence of the following contaminants prior to decommissioning: TCE

(maximum 8,000 ppb), chloroform (maximum 500 ppb), trichloroethane (maximum 330 ppb), and

PCE (maximum 120 ppb). The three wells that currenily operate at the Albany Avenue well field are
creened at 419 1o 509 feet bgs and have shown no signs of contamination.

The NYSDEC has not attributed the contamination at the well field in the late 1970's to operations at
the National Heatset Printing Company. However, the data collected at the National Heatset site
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supports the finding that a groundwater contamination plume originating at the Nationa! Heatset
Printing Company is migrating toward the Albany Avenue well field at this time.

COMMENT 14: Groundwater samples taken downgradient of the site contained PCE and other
contaminants, which are not attributable to National Heatset because of the distance involved (page
4, paragraph 4).

RESPONSE 14: The NYSDEC believes this assertion is referring to the Miller Avanue study,

which was performed by the Suffolk County Department of Health Services in 1985-1990. The

property owner’s consultant’s comment report ¢laborates on this comment by stating that, assuming

that groundwater travels 1.3 feet per day, the contamination could not have migrated to point M-4
nd M-28 (see Figure 8) in the ons to two years following the spill incident in 1988.

National Heatset had been using organic solvents at the site since 1983. The deliberate dumping of
crganic solvents in 1987 was not the first improper dispesal incident on this property. For example,
1 March 1986 an inspection performed by the SCDHS revealed strong evidence of dumping from
staining of inks and oils on the ground. The inspection report indicated that drums were being stored
improperly both inside and outside of the building. An inspection by the SCDHS in 1983 revealed
that National Heatset was discharging photo plate making waste to the on-site sanitary system. The
results of the inspections and the deliberate dumping reveal a pattern of improper handling and
disposal of hazardous waste and materials.that extend throughout National Heatset’s occupation of
the site. Contamination from these and other improper disposal incidents from 1983-1989 caused
the groundwater contamination at M-4 and M-28.

COMMEMT 15; The Great Neck well field water analysis showed the presence of 1,1
dichloroethane, which is not a site-related compound (page 5, footnote).

RESPONSE 15: The NYSDEC has not attributed contamination at the Great Neck weil field to
National Heatset because the well field is located west of the groundwater contamination plame.

COMMENT 16: There is no diagram in the report that describes the vertical and horizontal limits of
the groundwater contamination plume as a function of time and concentration (page $, footnote).

RESPONSE 16: Three maps (Figures 4.1-4.3) are included in the RI/FS that plot the horizontal
limits of contamination at three different depths. A map is also included in the RVFS (Figure 4.4)
that plots the concentration of PCE with respect to depth and distance from the site. These maps
were included as Figures 9-12 in the PRAP. In fact, these maps were presented and providad as
nandouts at the March 3, 1999 public meeting, which the property owner’s attorney attended.

COMMEN : The property owner’s ar‘omef cautioned the NYSDEC in his Comments on the
Won( Plan for the RI/FS that any soil penetrations located within the former leaching pool area will
have serious ramifications. As a result of the soil borings in this area, the NYSDEC has caused
considerable short-term groundwater contamination downgradient of the site, as explained in the
comment report by the property owner’s consultant (page $, paragraph 3).

RESPONSE 17: As discussed in Comment #4, the property owner’s consultant stated that the
downgradient groundwater contamination was caused by the use of hollow stem augers during the
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RI/FS field investigation. This comment was refuted in Response #4. The property owner’s
consultant expressed no other reservations about drilling in the source area in his comment report.

The property owner’s atterney did not express concems about hollow stem auguring in his
Comments on the RI/FS Work Plan (September 17, 1997). Instead, concern was expressed about
puncturing the membrane associated with the property owner’s treatment systern. Yet the property
owner’s consultant, under the direction of the property owner, performed soil borings in 1995 in the
same area that the property owner’s attorney cautioned the NYSDEC not to disturb. During a
September 9, 1997 meeting with the NYSDEC, the property owner’s consultant indicated that his
firm grouted the borings to protect the surface liner. At the advice of the property owner’s '
consultant, the NYSDEC grouted all borings within the former leaching pcol area, as specified on
page 2-2 of the Field Activities Plan for the RI/FS. Thersfore, the NYSDEC was responsive in
addressing the concern.

COMMENT 18: In the property owner’s attorney’s comments on the Work Plan for the RUFS, he
asked about the results of a cost analysis for investigation-derived waste. Although he did not
receive a response to his request, he was later informed that the DEC’s consultant inadvertently
discharged development purge water into a leaching pool on ths owner’s property (page 6,
paragraphs 1 and 2).

RESPONSE 18: After the investigation-derived waste was collected, the NYSDEC’s consultant
solicited bids for disposal of the waste. The lowest bidder was chosen and the waste was disposed of
off-site at a permitted disposal facility.

On one occasion, a field technician for the NYSDEC’s consultant mistakenly poured water collected
from groundwater monitoring well development into a storrawater drywell instead of discharging
into a storm sewer line. At the direction of the NYSDEC, the consultant samnpled the drywell water
and bottom sediment immediately afler the incident. The test results of the drywell water sampling
indicated a PCE concentration of 6 ppb, which was less than the PCE concentration detected in 1997
during the field investigation (98.7 to 117 ppb). The sediment sample test results did not detect PCE
or any other site related contaminants.

COMMENT 19: The RUFS did not investigate any sources of groundwater contamination other
than the National Heatset site. Existing regional data show that other sources of PCE contamination
exist. The DEC only conducted groundwater sampling in an area where a plume would be expected
to appear if a plume had originated from the site (page 6, paragraphs 3 and 4).

RESPONSE 19; The NYSDEC’s objective of the RI was to determine the nature and extent of
contamination resulting from the hazardous waste disposal at the National Heatset site.

The NYSDEC’s consultant determined the groundwater flow direction prior 1o placing the
downgradient groundwater sampling points. Based on the groundwater flow direction and historical
sampling data from the Miller Avenue study, the NYSDEC determined the locations for the
downgradient sampling points. The results of the downgradient Geoprobe groundwater sampling
clearly show a groundwater plurne that originated at the National Heatset site. Downgradient
monitoring well results supported this conclusion.
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The NYSDEC has investigated other potential sources of contamination for the downgradient
groundwater. For example, the NYSDEC sampled the groundwater at the auto repair shop directly
upgradient of the site. No VOCs were detected in any of the groundwater samples taken at the auto
repair shop. Also, the NYSDEC reviewed the Record of Decision for the Fairchild Republic Site
(site #1-52-130) and found that the groundwater contamination attributable to the Fairchild Republic
site is situated east of and deeper than the contamination associated with the National Heatset site.

COMMENT 20: The data from the RUFS contradicts the supposition that a continuous contaminant
plume from the National Heatset site exists. The data also indicate the other sources are covmcutmg
10 the contamination found downgradient of the site (page 7, paragraph 1).

BESPONSE 20; This comment relies on information provided in the accompa. ving comment report
from the property owner’s consultant. In this report, the property owner’s consuitant first attempts to
use the vertical proﬁ'e well data from the Miller Avenue Study (performed by the SCDHS in 1939-
19907 to prove that the plume is discontinuous and is therefore not attributable to the National
Heatset site. During thc Miller Avenue Study, the SCDHS obtained groundwater samples at 10-foot
depth intervals from the clay layer 1o the water table. The analvtical results were then recorded on 2
map, which is included in the proverty owner’s consultant’s comment report. The map shows

oncentrations of VOCs for each sampling point in the following format: PCE/TCE/DCE/Vinyl
Chloride. The sampling results depicted on the map are for the depth with the highest total VOC
concentrations. Analytical resulis from other depths were not included on the map.

The property owner's consultant’s comment rzport indicates that neither PCE nor TCE were detscted
in the sample results depicted on the Miller Avenue Study map at the corner of Alan Boulevard and
Adams Boulevard. However, the Miller Avenue Study states that 3,600 ppb of 1,2-DCE, a site-
relatad contaminant and breakdown product of PCE, was found in the sample. Therefore, this
sample was highly contaminated with site-related VOCs. Also, since the map does not provide
information about contaminant concentrations at other depths, there is no way of knowing if PCE or
TCE was detected at other depths. Therefore, the basis for the property owner’s attorney’s
supposition that the contaminant plume lacks continuity is not supported by the data collected.

The NYSDEC disagrees with the property owner’s consultant’s assessment of the nature and extent
of the downgradient groundwater contamination. Geoprobe groundwater samples M-4 and Autumn
Lane were located directly downgradient from the National Heatset site, as determined by the
NYSDEC’s consultant. The analytical results obtained from these samples detected the same VOCs
that were found on-site. Therefore, the data from the RUFS supports the fact that downgradient
groundwater contamination originated at National Heatset.

COMMENT 21: The property owner’s attorney requests that the DEC reevaluate its PRAP and
reissus its Report and PRAP based on these comments and the property owner’s consultant’s
comrnent report (page 7, paragraph 4).

RESPONSYE 21: After a careful review of the comments, the NYSDEC will not reconsider the
proposed remedy. The RUFS has identified significant on-site and off-site groundwater
contamination and the proposed remedy is 2 cost-effective method of addressing this contamination.

A copy of Mr. Firstog’s letter 1s attached.

a-12
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A document entitled, “Response to NYSDEC RVFS Repert and Proposed Renedial Action Plan for
National Heatset Printing” dated March 1999 was received from Donnelly Engineering, the property
owner’s engineering firm, which included the following comments, A copy of the report with NYSDEC's
disclaimer has been placed in the repositories. Some of the comments were already addressed in the
respense to the property owner’s attorney’s letter.

COMMENT 1: The high concentrations shown in the RI/FS occur at different elevations and are
separated by a distance of over 2000 feet, There is no technical rationale for assuming that the two
readings are part of the same plume (page 2, paragraph 3).

RESPONSE 1; The deepest sarple from each boring was obtained directly above the clay layer at
approximately 80 fest bes. Other samples were obtained at SO fzet bgs and 65-70 feet bgs for both
locations. Although the two points are separated by a distance 0f 2000 feet, both locations are
directly downgradient of the National Heatset site and centain the same contaminants found at the
site.

COMMENT 2: The data for MW-6, MW-7, and MW-10 indicate that the VOC discharge sank
rapidly to the clay layer and was quickly bound up in the clay. In that condition, the VOC could ot
readily enter the groundwater flow stream, resulting in exiremely low values in the groundwater
immediately above the clay layer (page 2, paragraph 3).

RESPONSE 2: The PCE concentrations in MW-6, MW-7, and MW-10 were 210 ppb, 330 ppb, and
250 ppb, respectively, during the October 1998 sampling exercise. These values range from 42-66
times the NYSDOH drinking water standard (3 ppb). 1,2-DCE was also found in MW-6 at 1,500
ppb, which is 380 times the drinking water standard of 5 ppb. Therefore, the levels of groundwater
contamination in these wells cannot be characterized as “extremely low”.

It 1s 10 be pointed out that these wells are the least contaminated monitoring wells. MW-2A and
MW-3A exhibited PCE concentrations of 9,600 ppb and 1,200 ppb, respectively, and are located at
the downgradient edge of the site.

The data collected by the RI indicates that PCE is present in the groundwater at concentrations
exceeding the NYSDEC groundwater standards and that the groundwater plume is being replenished
by the source area below the former leaching pool.

COMMENT 3: The first groundwater sample was collected from the top of the clay unit. How was
the depth of the clay unit determined? The report does not address the possibility that the VOC
plume is staticnary or flows upgradisnt due to the slope of the clay layer (page 3, paragraph 2).

RESPONSE 3: The depth of the clay layer was determined by the resistance encountered by the
Geoprobe rig. These depths were confirmed visually during the installation of the downgradient
monitoring wells and by subsurface maps supplied by the SCDHS. The monitoring well survey in
the RI Report (Table 2.2) indicates that the clay layer elevation decreases downgradient of the
National Heatset site. Therefore, the groundwater plume is not flowing upgradient or remaining
stationary.
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COMMENT 4: In a telephone conversation with the property owner’s consultant, Mr. Dyber, the
NYSDEC Project Manager, referred to his personal notes from the installation of MW-10. Mr.
Dyber said that in the 82-foot to 84-foot split spoon, flame ionization detector (FID) readings within
the clay were 5-40 ppm of VOCs while FID readings for the sand directly above the clay were non-
detect. This recollection was corroborated by the well boring log provided by the NYSDEC’s
consultant. This information proves that the VOCs are bound in the clay layer and are not
contributing to the groundwater plume (pp. 3-5).

RESPONSK 4: The property owner’s consultant misquotes Mr. Dyber’s statements to him
concerning the content of Mr. Dyber’s personal notes. Although Mr. Dyber’s notes indicate FID
readings within the clay at MW-10, no readings are recorded for the sand above the clay layer.
“*hen questioned as to whether the absence of recorded FID readings indicated that the readings
were non-detect, Mr. Dyber specifically warned the property owner’s consuitant not to make that
assumption because many other circumstances may have led to the absence of an FID reading in Mr.
Dyber's notes. Nevertheless, the property owner's consultant made the assumption that FID
readings in the sand were non-detect and then falsely atiributed the quote to Mr. Dyber.

The property owner’s consultant’s comment report also misinterprats the boring log for MW-10.

The boring log indicates a FID reading of 45.0 ppm at the 82-foot bgs interval. The log does not
distinguish between the sand and clay portions of the sample. Therefore, the individual FID readings
of the sand and clay arz not stated. Yet the property owner's consultant references the boring log to
corroborate his assumption that the clay exhibited high FID readings while the sand did not. Itis
worthwhile 1o remember that FID and photoionization detector (PID) readings are used as sereening
tools and are not to be used for determining the exient of contamination.

The ultimate proof that the VOCs have entered the aquifer are the groundwater samples themselves.
As stated above, the analytical results from the Geoprobe groundwater samples and groundwater
monitoring well samples reveal the presence of a VOC-contaminated plume migrating south-
southeast from the National Heatset site. This fact invalidates the property owner’s consultant’s
supposition that the VOCs are ynmobilized within the clay layer.

COMMENT 5; The property owner’s consultant strongly advises against groundwater treatment.
He bases his conclusion on an alleged 80% decrease in VOC contamination at MW-6. The comment
report indicates that the main source of groundwater contamination was the soil in the vadose zone
which has been remediated by the property owner’s treatment system (page 0).

RESPONSE 5: The groundwater contaminant plume extends several thousand feet downgradient
from the site. The aquifer is a sole source aguifer for public water supply. Choosing the ‘No Further
Action” aliernative would not mitigate this threat to the public health or the sole source aquifer.

The comment report only mentioned the data from one groundwater monitoring well (MW-6) in
concluding that a “No Further Action” decision is warranted. The property owner’s consultant
claimed that the VOC concentrations dropped 80% from the September 1997 sampling event to the
October 1998 sampling event. Actually, the total VOC concentration at MW-6 decreased from
3,124 pob to 2,083 ppb, less than a 50% decrease. As stated above, the October 1998 VOC detection
in MW-6 is over 100 times the NYSDOH drinking water standard. In his conclusions, the property
owner’s consultant himself states, “The quality of GW leaving the site at shallow and deeper depths,
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are [sic) very low and continuing [sic] to decline.” (page 6, paragraph 2) Therefore, the NYSDEC
will not reconsider the selected ramedy.

COMMENT 6: The NYSDEC’s consultant made calculation errors in determining the TAGM 4030
score, a method used in comparing the remedial altematives. The correct calculation raises the score
of the *No Further Action” alternative. The NYSDEC’s consultant also did not answer some of the
worksheet questions for the “No Further Action” alternative, which may have given that alternative
the highest score.

RESPONSE 6; Both the property owner’s consultant’s comment report and the RUFS prepared by
the NYSDEC’s consultant incorrectly utilized the method for evaluating remedial alternatives
prescribed in TAGM 4030. Both reports total the score on the worksheet, called the “Worksheet
Score”, and multiply it by a “Cost Score” to obtain the total score for each alternative. This
procedure Is incorrect. ’

TAGM <030 assigns a relative weight to each of the seven evaluation criteria, which are given as:

Compliance with SCGs (10%)

Protection of human health and the environment (20%)
Short-term effectiveness (10%)

Long-term effectiveness and permanence (15%)
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume (15%)
Implementability (15%)

Cost {15%)

000000

The scores for the first six evaluation criteria are determined by completing the worksheets included
in the RUFS report. The remaining criterion, cost, is determined by assigning a score of 15 to the
alternative with the lowest present worth. The other alternatives are assigned cost scores inversely
proportional to their present worth, as directed by TAGM 4030. The property owner’s consultant’s
analysis gives the “No Further Action” alternative a cost score of 38, which exceeds the TAGM 30's
maximum allowable cost score of 15. Therefore, even if all of the property owner’s consultant’s
assumptions were legitimate, the total score for the “No Further Action” alternative would remain
below any of the other alternatives.

However, several assumptions made by the property owner’s consultant in calculating the worksheet
scores are also unsupportable. The property owner’s consultant charges that the NYSDEC’s
consultant deliberately Ieft responses on the worksheet blank to lower the score of Alternative #1. In
reality, the NYSDEC’s consultant left some of the responses blank because they did not apply to an
altemnative in which no further action would be taken. One example of a question that was left blank
was, "After remediation, how is the untreated, residual hazardous waste material disposed?” This
question 1s not applicable to Alternative #1 because there would be no remediation and no disposal.

The responses that were left blank on the worksheet for Alternative #1 totaled 21 points. In his
assessment of these questions, the property owner’s consultant liberally credited Alternative #1 with
20 of the 21 possible points. Listed below are some of the conditions that would need to be met for
Altermative #1 to be given 20 points:

pa
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@ The remediation would be accomplished by on-site treatment. (3 points)
? The treated residual would be nentoxic. {1 point)
8 Untreated hazardeus waste would be disposed of off-site by destruction and/or treatment. (2
points)
® 90-100% of available wastes would be immobilized after treatment. (2 points)
9 The technology is very reliable in meeting the performance goals. (3 points)

The five conditions listed above would not be met by Alternative #1 since there would be no
treatment of contaminated groundwater and only continued groundwater monitoring would be
performed. Therefore, the property owner’s consultant’s assertion that 20 points should be added to
the workshest score for Altemnative #1 1s unjustifiable.

The NYSDEC has reevaluated the worksheet score for Alternative #1 and has given this alternative a
scors of 9 points. Added to the cost score of 15 points, the total score for Alternative #1 is 24 points.
This score is over 53 points less than the closest alternative (#3B) and 57 points less than the

preferred altemative (#3A). Amended scoring sheets have been placed in the documnent repositories,

The correction of the TAGM 4030 scores have widened the gap between the “No Further Action”
alternative and the groundwater treatment alternatives. In addition, since Alternative #1 would not
meet SCGs and would not be protective of human health and the environment, which are threshold
evaluation criteria, this altemative could not be selected. The selected alternative, DDC Type In-
Well Sipping, had the highest worksheet score, the second highest cost score, and the highest total
score. Therefore, Alternative #3A was selected through 2 svstematic evaluation of the alternatives,
not in an “arbitrary and capricious” manner, as claimed in the comment report.
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THECODCRE W. FIRETOG
ATTORNEY AND COUNSELOR AT Law
111 THoMAS POWELL BOULEVARD
FARMINGDALE, NEW YORK 11733-2231
{3516) 845-8087

TrELECOPIER (516) 845-8031

March 19, 1989

VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

Mr. Jeffrey L. Dyber

Project Manager

New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation

50 Wolf Road

Albany, N.Y. 12233-7010

Re: Naticnal Heatset Printing Co.
NY¥S DEC Site No. 1-52-140
Comments to Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
apd Pr sed Remedial tion P1

Dear Mr. Dyber:

The following letter, and the enclosed document prepared by
Donnelly Engineering dated March 1999, are comments submitted on
behalf of One Adams Boulevard Realty Corp., the owner of real
property located at 1 Adams Boulevard, Farmingdale, N.Y., to the
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study {"RI/FS$") Report (the
"Report") and the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (“PRAP"), both of
which are dated February 1859, and both of which were prepared
for the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(the "DEC" or the "Department") by Holzmacher, McLendon and
Murrell ("H2M") and Lawler, Matusky and Skelly Engineers {"LMS")
in connection with the above-referenced Site.

INTRODUCTION

The owner's comments with respect to the Report and the
PRAP, as well as the presentation by the BEC at a Public Mesting
held on March 5, 1999, are twofold. First, the owner is
concernsd with the unsupported or biased conclusions and
assumptions set forth in the Report that were used to prepare the
PRAP. Simply stated, the core conclusions of the Report relating
to the RI/FS and the PRAP are not supported by the body of data
contained in the Report and, indeed, are suspect because 0f the
amount of existing relevant data and information which is missing

from the Raport.

PAINTED ON RECYCLID Parir 4o
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THEODORE W. FIRETOG, ESQ.

Mr. Jeffrey L. Dyber
March 18, 1838
Page 2

ror example, the Report attempts to establish a link betweer
the contamiration found near Miller Avenue tc contamination which
may nave traveled off-Site from the National Heatset Printing
Site (see, e.g., page 4-13 of the Report). VYet, there are
oumerous data gaps in the Report, misinterpretation of data, and
information withheld, which seriously undermines the existence of
such a link. Specifically, time, distance, and ground-water

velocity do not correlate with the theory stated in the Report
trrat the psrchloroethylene ("PCZ") detected down gradient came
from 1 Adams Boulevard. Furthermore, thére are obvious errors in
=he czlculations made utilizing the TAGM HWR-50-4030 scoring
machod and relating to the selected remedial alternative for
Ground water Becausa most of these comments are of a technical
nature, thay are discussad in more detail in the enclosed
decumant from Donnelly Engineering.

It is quite apparent, however, even t¢ a nontechnical
layman, that inst.lling a multimillion dollar in-well stripping
ramadiation system in the former source area based upon one
sampling point that indicates wminimal and decreasing ground watexr
contamination (as well as installing an in-well stripping
ramzdiation system to act as "a barrier system to preavent
contaminants from leaving the National Heatset site" when such
cortaminants are nothing more that a temporary contaminant surge
causad by the DEC's RI/FS) is clearly a decision that is
arbitrary and capricious. .

A second, and more basic or fundamental, concern of the
owner, relates to the misinformation distributed and the facts
Trnat were deliberately withheld by the DEC in connection with
this matter and the Repoxt. We believe that these actions
cantamount to nothing less that an effort by the DEC to make the
gurrenc owner of the Site a scapegoat for what we believe 1is the
DEC's mishandling of the contamination caused by National Heatset
Printing and of the RI/FS, as well as an effort by the DEC to
raticnalize unjustifiable actions recommended in the PRAD.'

' sMorsover, certaln statements by the DEC seem directed ac
exaggarating or exacerbating the origin of the contamination
problem at the Site. For exampla, on page Exec-2 of the Report
and on the second page of the Fact 3heet (which was distributed
to affscred or concerned cirtizens) the DEC states that National
Heatse:r Printing "disposed of its chemical inventory by dumping
material onto the soils and into a leaching pool located on the
northezst sids of ths building." Yet, if the DEC had done a more

PRINTID ON RECYCLID PAPER rﬁ
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THzoDORE W. FIRETOG, EsQ.

Mr. Jeffrey L. Dyber
March 19, 1993
Page 3

Th

here is no question that it has taken the DEC nearly eleven
vears to bagin addressing the possible remediation of a problenm
caused by the illegal acts committed by National Heatsat Printing
To. By contrast, the owner of the Site, cnce it was able to
rsgain some control of the property through court approval,
immediately undertook emergency removal actions. For aleven
years the DEC has not assisted the owner in any way with raspect
to its ongoing cleanup activities. Moreover, to date, the DEC
nas failed to take any action against National Heatset Printing
Co., ©or to seek prosecution of any of the company's officers or
directors for the intentional discharge of hazardous substances
at the Site.

Nevertheless, in its Report your Depariment repeatedly
writes about a single PRP (Potentially Responsible Party, i.e., a
person who may be responsible for conducting a cleanup under
various environmental statutes). The single PRP, according to
DEC, 1is the owner of the property (see, e.g., Exec-1 and Exec-2
of the Report). No mention is made of the polluter, National
Heatset Printing Co., as being a PRP!

Also, in Exec-2 of the Report, the DEC claims the actual
ffectiveness of the remediation or recovery system that the
roparty owner has installed has yet .to be fully assessed and
'that no operational data has ever be=n submitted to the
Department to confirm the effectiveness of the 'treatment
system.'" That statement is simply untrue. More than two years
ago, the property owner submitted to the DEC a report and
proposed Supplemental Sampling and Interim Ramedial Measures
Workplan which included such “"operatiocnal data." In addition, on
at least three occasions the Department has inspected the
recovery system. There is no question, that the “Cyclo-Purge"
remediation system has recovered more than 2,000 pounds of PCE
from the so0il. In fact, as you well know, the DEC has 1n -its
possession copies of the hazardous waste manifests documenting

i)
h

Ot

responsible investigaticn, it would have discovered that most of
National Heatsst Printing's chemical inventory were contained in
drums, which were subsequently removed from the Site.

PrNTED ON Recveren Pares )
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Mr. Jeffrey L. Dyber

March 13, 1999

Page 4

the removal of such PCE.? Indeed, your consultants' own data
:learlv and unequivocally demonstrates that the "Cyclo-Purge®
system has removed all contamination in the soil overlying the
satura ted zone (see, e.g., page 9-1 of the Report).

Yet, although the Department has usesd in its Report and PRAP
certain information gathered from previous reports submitted to
the DEC by the cwner's consultant, the DEC does not specifically
referencs such -yport; or make such reports available to the
public in its document repositories Is this simply an attempt
by ths DEC to exclude such reports from the Administrative
Rezord? Why else would the DEC want to hide the data and reports
generated by the only person who nad actually conducted remedial
activities at the Site? Because the DEC has used information
derived from all previous reports submitted to the DEC by the

owner in the p*epa*aCAOn of its Report, we ask that all such
reports and data be included in the Administrative Record for
this matter.

There is no question that any references in the Report to
information previously submitted to the DEC by the property ownser
hava been very selective. No mention, for example, is made of
other potential sources of ground-water contamination which were
bhrought to the attention of the Department by the property cwner.

Certainly, the DEC is well aware of such sources. In fact, the
DEC was an eye witness to the intentional dumping of hazardous
substances at a site located directly up gradient to the 1 (not
"One") Adams Boulevard location. This incident occurred in plain
DEC personnel while such parsonnel were inspecting the

I

twe Albany Avenue drinking-water wells were closed due to PCE
contamination even before the 1 Adams Boulevard property was ever
daval

-3
Cyclo-Purge operations. Furthermore, the DEC is wall aware that

The DEC clearly nas data in its possession, but which it has
rately withheld from the Report, regarding ground-water

s that were takan near residential areas down gradient of
te and which indicate the presence of PCE and other

oy
W =
r

 In addition, although the DEC has coined the phrase
actment vystom" with respect to the Cyclo-Purge operation, no
e actually is being treated. Technically, the proper term
would be to describe the operation as a "recovery system" which
is designed to, recover the hazardous substances that previocusly
wera discharged at the Site.
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THroDORE W. FIRETOG, ESQ.

Mr. Jeffrey L. Dyber
March 19, 1999
Page 5

contaminants. Given the distance involved, such PCE and
contaminants could not have possibly come from the National
Heatset Site. Yet, no mention is made in the DEC's Report as to
the existence of any other sources of ground-water contamination,
or that any effort had been undertaken to distinguish the
contamination arising from these socurces from that caused by
National Heatset Printing Co.’

GENEZRAL, COMMENT Q_THE RI/F

Equally important, is the fact that the Report is based upon
an RI/FS Work Plan and Field Activities Plan which were totally
inappropriate for determining what, if any, remedial action
should be considered with respect to the contamination caused by
National Heatset Printing Co. As the enclosed document from
Donnelly Engineering clearly establishes, the DEC skewed,
withheld data, and misinterpreted data, in order to justify and
rationalize a PRAP that is ill-advised and, according to the
DEC's own protocol, improper.

As I stated in my comments to the DEC's RI/FS Work Plan and
Field Activities Plan "Any soil penetrations located within the
recovery area {(i.e., the fenced-in area on the northeast side of
the building adjacent to the main railroad tracks) will have
serious ramifications." Apparently, the DEC did not heed my
warning, and as a result (as more fully set forth in the enclosed
document from Donnelly Engineer), we have documented that the DEC

 In fact, several times in the Report, the DEC's

consultants mention *"site related compounds," “site-related
halogenated VOCs," or "Site-related groundwater contamination
plume.” Yet, as the DEC well knows, The Great Neck Well Field
water analysis showed the presenca of 1,1 dichlorocethane, which
is not a "site related compound! of the National Heatset Printing
Site. PFurthermors, there is no diagram or narrative in the
Report that describes the alleged "Site-related groundwater
contamination plume" with its vertical and hoxrizontal limits
identified as a function of time and concentration. Any
explanation of such a plume, if such a plume does exist, would
have to address the drinking water wells that were closed prior
©o the time that any building was constructed at 1 Adams
Boulevard and the influence of pumping at the public drinking
water wells in the vicinity of Miller Ave. Such important
considerations simply were not discussed in the Report.
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Mr. Jeffrey L. Dyber
March 19, 1598 .
Page 6

caused considerable {albeit relatively short-term) contamination
of the ground-water down gradient of the Site.

I also stated in my comments to the RI/FS Work Plan that

On page 3-9 of the Work Plan we note that concurrently

with the preparation of the Work Plan, H2M will

complete a cost analysis to determine the most cost-

effective method for the disposal of investigation-

derived waste ("IDW"). Has such a cost analysis been

done? And, if so, what was the result of the analysis?

I never did receive a respconse from the DEC to my questiona.

Wrat we did discover, however, is that the DEC dumped developmen
purgs water contaminated with PCE in a leeching pool on the
OwWn=2r's property.

Alrhough the number of samples (more than 13%4) taken and the
of analysis employed during the RI/FS were excessive, it is
rent that no consideration was given to Site bDQClIlb
minants or, wmore significantly, none of the samples were
ned to determine the nature and extent of the contamination
or nazard substances released or threatensd to be

by any other individual or person other than National
at D*-ntlng. It is apparent that the RI/FS was designed as
; expensive soil and hydrogeologic engineering exercise to
t the activities of Kational Heatset Printing Co. without
to the existing regional data which shows that other
PCZ contamination exist.
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doM gradient ground-water sampling was designed to
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on y conducted ground water sampling in the area where a
would be expected to appear if such a plume had originated
om the S‘te. Because the DEC found some contamination in that
the Department assumes and avers that it came f£rom the

No consideration was taken into account, and no testing
done outside that area to prove or disprove the very real
bility that other sources of contamination could have caused

esults obtained.
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Notwithstanding this flaw in the RI/FS, the DEC's own data
tained in the Report does not support the Department's
tion that the contamination detected down gradient of thas
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Mr. Jeffrey L. Dyber
March 19, 1935
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Page 7

Site came from the National Heatset Site. The data obtained from
the RI/FS, for example, does not demonstrate and, in fact,
contradicts the supposition that a continuous centaminant plume
from the National Heatset Site exists. Moras significantly, the
data (as documented in the enclosed Donnally Engineering Report
indicates that other sources are contributing to the
contamination found down gradient of the Site.

An RI/FS investigation that is based upcn an invalid
assumption that any contamination down gradient f£rom the 1 Adams
Boulevard location is from the National Heatset Site is absurd.
To initiate and undertake a multimillion dollar remediation
effort down gradient without exploring potential other sources of
contamination, which may still exist, is even more absurd.

Obviously, the RI/FS, the Report, and the PRAP demcnsirate
the lack of any methodology for differentiating other sources or
plumes of contamination.' 1In addition, the RI/FS, the Report,
and the PRAP daliberately ignore data gaps, uss outdat=d data,
and disregard questionable data and data anomalies in order to
substantiate and justify a multimillion dollar praferred
remediation alternative. There is no question that the DEC
engaged in very intensive and expensive field investigatory-
program that was taillored to support a preconceiveaed and
inappropriate remediation plan, which is as ill-conceived and as
inappropriate as the RI/FS that the Department previously had
undertaken. ’

Therefore, we request that the DEC re-evaluate its PRAP and
re-issue its Report and PRAP based upon the comments, data, and
other information herewith submitted by the owner of the above-
reference proverty.

* although we have requested information from the DEC

regarding Republic Airport's ground-water cgntamination, we have
not as yet received any such information from the DEC. 8Such
information, however, is crucial for determining to what extent,
f any, the Site has impacted down gradient ground-water quality.
know, for example, that such contamination caused the closuxe
at least two drinking water wells in the Albany Avenue
location, the location that the DEC says was contaminated by
Natiocnal Heatset Printing. 2And, we believe that such information
will provide evidencs that the underlying clay layer of concern
is not uniform or without gaps as the DEC would like us to
believe,

O =P
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Mr. Jeffrey L. Dyber
March 13, 1999
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i1 you have any guestions concerning this matter, please

do
not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

Theodore W/

TWE:xf
Enclosure
cc:  One Adams Blvd. Realty Corp.

Donnelly Enginesring
John Bryne, Esqg.
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APPENDIX B
NATIONAL HEATSET PRINTING ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

Work Plan for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study of National Heatset Printing Site, Lawler,
Matusky & Skelly Engineers and H2M Group, August 1997

Health and Safety Plan for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study of National Heatset Printing
Site, H2M Group, September 1997

s 1 raject Pl i

e

Printing Site, H2M Group, September 1997

emedial [nvestioats

Group, February 1999
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